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JENEALOGICAL PROOF 
EXAMPLE: HANNAH (KNAPP) WEED 


By H, Minot Pitman, LL.®., F.A.S.G. 


What degree of proof should hereditary societies de- 
mand? Is there any such thing as absolute proof of gen- 
ealogical data? These are matters that concern many 
genealogists who are called upon to verify application 
papers for hereditary societies and those who prepare 
such papers. Several societies demand a higher degree 
of proof than is required by Surrogate or Civil Courts 
which require only a preponderance of evidence for the 
decision of a jury. Only criminal courts and a few he- 
reditary societies demand proof beyond a reasonable 
doubt. Some societies go so far as to be unwilling to 
take the sworn statement of an applicant as to his or 
her own marriage! One would think if the applicant's 
oath is not to be believed that the society would not 
want that person as a member. It can hardly be claimed 
that the applicant is uninformed as to his or her date 
and place of marriage and as to the name of the spouse. 
Other societies which acknowledge the absurdity of such 
a position are just as absurd in that they refuse to 
take as acceptable proof, the affidavit of the parents 
of an applicant as to their own marriage, yet would ac- 
cept the same data if published in a reputable family 
history. But how would such data get into the publica- 
tion? Generally by the unsworn statement of one of the 
parties to the marriage, or of a close relative. Ridic- 
ulous, is it not? 

What is absolute and irrefutable proof anyway? We 
assume that a child born in wedlock is a legitimate 
child, but everyone knows that birth in wedlock does not 
constitute biological proof of paternity. Is there any 
class of records that cannot be questioned and that are 
always absolutely right? 1 know of none. The vital 
records of a town or health department of a city or 
state are usually accepted as satisfactory proof, but 
they are not always correct. This may be due to errors 
of recording on the part of the clerk, or to false state- 
ments, intentional or not, of the relative furnishing 
the information. Recently in searching for the parents 
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of a man listed in Who's Who in America, I found his 
mother given as Harriet, née Mills. This was repeated 
in the man's death certificate. But on looking up the 
"mother's" will, she referred to the man as her stepson, 
a relationship which was repeated in the petition for 
probate of her estate and was confirmed by her ninety- 
year-old son when I finally located him, the mother 
really being an Amanda Snead, his father's first wife, 
who died just after the birth of her second son. 

Bible records are not sacrosanct either. They are 
sometimes falsified to make it appear that the parents 
were married at least nine months before the birth of 
the first child, or to make a woman appear younger than 
she really was—if baptismal and birth records can be 
believed as they probably can when in agreement. In the 
records of Trinity Church in New York as published, I 
have found a baptism of a George Lamb, son of Richard 
and Martha, on the date and in the church given me by 
the man's grandson. The name by which the grandfather 
was always known was, however, Charles, not George. I 
suspect the baptismal record was in error. 

What of tombstone inscriptions? Surely they cannot 
always be relied upon. Weathering of the stone may make 
the date appear other than what was originally inscribed. 
The late Howard Randolph tells of a woman in Bronxville, 

-Y., whom he knew personally, whose husband was two 
years her junior in age and died before she died. Inex- 
plicably she caused the date of birth inscribed on his 
headstone to be put back four years, thus making him 
appear older than herself. She did not realize that the 
effect of this would be to set his birth two years be- 
fore his parents were married! Fortunately, the health 
department record of his birth corrected this error. 

Wills may be unreliable evidence of relationship, as 
they often refer to stepchildren and also adopted chil- 
dren simply as children. I have yet to find probate 
petitions giving people false relationships but I am 
sure such cases exist. It thus appears that all records 
are subject to human fallibility. 

In many instances there exist no records at all of 
births, marriages or deaths, but there is some circum- 
stantial evidence of such events. It is up to the gen- 
ealogist to examine the facts critically. Many times 
the cumulation of such evidence is so convincing that 
one has little or no doubt in accepting the mass of evi- 
dence as sufficient proof. There are also many times 
when it is a question whether the circumstantial evi- 
dence sufficiently supports the conclusions arrived at. 
Capable genealogists may well differ in their opinions. 
Those accepting the evidence should, however, make it 
clear on what evidence their opinions are based, and 
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very clear whether or not they think the evidence suf- 
ficient. 

Recently a case of circumstantial evidence arose in 
my own practice which convinced me of the soundness of 
my conclusion, an opinion agreed in by several of the 
country's top genealogists. These are the known facts 
which convinced me of the identity of the wife of one 
John Weed, Jr. He was born in Stamford, Conn., 27 July 
1758, and married 1l Dec. 1783, according to Stamford 
Vital Records, one Hannah Knapp. Her tombstone inscrip- 
tion in the Weed Cemetery at Darien, Conn., states that 
she died October 20, 1826, aged 64. Hence she was born 
about 1762. The names of the children of this marriage 
as given in the Stamford Vital Records were: Walter, Eb- 
enezer, Raymond, Ruth, Sally, Maria, and a son with the 
unusual name of Usual, which further investigation show- 
ed to be a corruption of Uzal, a seldom used Bible name. 

Now Nathaniel Knapp, born at Stamford 29 Nov. 1726, 
died in Goshen, N.Y., 22 Feb. 1804. He married first, 
31 May 1751 at Newark, New Jersey (not Norwalk, Conn., 
as some have interpreted the original town clerk's rec- 
ord of "New Wark" to mean), Jemima, daughter of Samuel 
and Rebecca Ward of Newark. He married second, 15 Jan. 
1782, Margaret Rawlins. The children of Nathaniel Knapp 
as given by the Nicholas Kna Genealogy were: Abigail, 
married Jonas Weed, died 1550; Samuel Hoyt; Nathaniel; 
Jemima, married Jonathan Pershall, died 1816; Dinah Han- 
aford, died 25 June 1789; Sally, married Eliphalet St. 
John; Uzal (also called Usual); John Nelson; Walter; 
and Jeremiah (who by assigned date of birth must have 
been by the second wife). [The will of Nathaniel Knapp 
at Goshen, N.Y., dated 4 Feb. 1797, proved 15 Sept. 
1804, mentions his (second) wife Margaret, son John, 
and four (unnamed) daughters. As the girls received 
only monetary bequests, there are no deeds of distribu- 
tion of property naming them nor are there any other 
papers filed in regard to this estate in the Orange 
County Surrogate's Court. 

While no daughter Hannah is attributed to Nathaniel 
and Jemima Knapp in the Nicholas Knapp Genealogy nor in 
any other accounts of the family, it will be noted that 
Nathaniel's will named "four daughters" but his daughter 
Dinah Hanaford Knapp, one of the four daughters named in 
the Genealogy, died in 1789, some eight years before 
Nathaniel Knapp made his will. This implies the exis- 
tence of another daughter, unidentified, whom I believe 
to have been Hannah wife of John Weed. This belief is 
based on the foregoing and the following circumstantial 
evidence. 

[The Genealogy gives dates of birth for some of the 
children of Nathaniel Knapp, mostly not authenticated, 
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but none between 1754 and 1763; the son Uzal was born 
by Stamford records on 22 Oct. 1763. Hence there is 
nothing to conflict with the supposition that Hannah 
could have been born in late 1761 or early 1762, which 
would agree with the age as given on her tombstone. 

Now note the similarity of the names of the children of 
Nathaniel Knapp and those of John and Hannah Weed. Both 
had a Walter, not a very common name of the period, a 
Sally, and a son of the uncommon name of Uzal. Uzal, 
the son of Nathaniel Knapp, who I maintain was the 
brother of Hannah, had amorg his children a daughter 
named Sally Maria, both of which names are found among 
the Weed children, and Ebenezer and Raymond, both of 
which names are borne by sons of John and Hannah Weed. 
Add to this that extensive research has failed to show 
any other Hannah Knapp born in or near Stamford anywhere 
near 1762, or any other evidence militating against the 
theory that Hannah was the daughter of Nathaniel and 
Jemima Knapp, and I think we have enough evidence, cir- 
cumstantial although much of it may be, to enable us to 
place Hannah, wife of John Weed, among the four daugh- 
ters of Nathaniel Knapp surviving the date of his will. 

For the sake of the record, John Weed, Jr., who mar- 
ried Hannah Knapp was not the son of a John Weed as the 
"Jr." might seem to imply. He was born 15 July 1758 
and baptized at the Congregational Church of Stamford 
17 Sept. 1758, son of Hezekiah and Ruth (Waterbury) 
Weed. He died 3 May 1847 "aged 90" and was buried in 
the Weed cemetery at Darien beside his wife Hannah. 

Finally, John Weed, Jr., had a brother Jonas born at 
Stamford 2 Mar. 1760 who may well be, in fact probably 
was, the Jonas Weed who is stated to have married Abi- 
gail Knapp, daughter of Nathaniel and Jemima Knapp. Re- 
membering how common it was for two or more marriages to 
occur between members of the same two family groups, 
this should be weighed with the other circumstantial 
evidence, and proof of the identity of this Jonas Weed 
should be sought by those wishing to strengthen the case 
for Hannah Knapp's parentage. 

To sum up, a strong circumstantial case can be built 
up for Hannah's identity, since (1) the locale is right, 
(2) the dates are in harmony, (3) on the negative side 
no other Hannah Knapp of proper age has been found, (4) 
some of her children received names, some of them unus- 
ual names, found in this branch of the Knapp family, 
(5) Nathaniel Knapp's will indicates the existence of a 
daughter otherwise unidentified, and (6) there is a 
likelihood that a brother of Hannah's husband married a 
sister of Hannah. 

It should be understood that not all the details cit- 
ed from the Knapp genealogy have been verified. 


STEPHEN TAYLOR OF WINDSOR, CONNECTICUT 


By John Insley Coddington, F.A.S.G,, of Bordentown, New Jersey 


Stephen Taylor, an early settler of Windsor, Conn., 
was born in England, probably in Dorset or a neighbor- 
ing county, in or about 1618, and died in Windsor l 
Sept. 1688, having had two wives and eight children 
[see below]. The chief purpose of this paper is to sup- 
ply an omission in Charles William Manwaring, A Digest 
— Early Connecticut Probate Records, Hartford District, 

1635-1700 (1904). In this excellent book the will of 
Senos Taylor was omitted, doubtless through an over- 
sight. The will itself, dated 16 Aug. 1683, and an in- 
ventory taken 4 Sept. 1688, are to be found in the Pro- 
bate Collections, Probate #5403, Hartford District, in 
the State Library at Hartford. 

The contributor has long been interested in John Tay- 
lor, also an early settler of Windsor, who is his ances- 
tor through three lines. For John Taylor, see Donald 
Lines Jacobus, Families of Old Fairfield, vol. 1 (1930), 
pp. 599-601; wick: Walton Ferris, Dawes-Gates Ancestral 
Lines, vol. 2 (1931), pp. 784-790; Mary Lovering Holman 
and Winifred Lovering-Holman, Ancestry of Colonel John 
Harrington Stevens and his wife Frances “Helen Miller, 
vol. 1 (1945), pp. 509-510; and especially a two-volume 
typescript genealogy by the late William Othniel Taylor, 
"Taylor Genealogy, Northampton Branch," and "Taylor Gen- 
ealogy, Danbury Branch," in the Connecticut Historical 
Society Library, 1 Elizabeth Street, Hartford, Conn. Un- 
like his contemporary John Taylor, Stephen Taylor seems 
not to have been the subject of extensive genealogical 
research. 

The learned Dr. James Savage suggested that the two 
men were brothers [Genealogical Dictionary of New En 
land, 4: 3264: "Stephen, Windsor, perhaps br. of the First 

John of the same"}, a suggestion with which we disagree. 
It is generally believed that John Taylor came from Ha- 
verhill, co. Essex, and accompanied Governor John Win- 
throp to New England in 1630. Stephen Taylor, on the 
other hand, if judged by his associations, must have 
come from the Dorset-Somerset-Devon area. 

The earliest reference we have found to Stephen Tay- 
lor is in Henry F. Waters, Genealogical Gleanings in 
England (1901), 310-311. Here is a long abstract of 
the will of George Way of Dorchester, co. Dorset, mer- 
chant, dated 30 Sept. 1641, signed 1 Oct. 1641, proved 
3 Dec. 1641 [P.C.C., 155 Evelyn]. The will contains 
the clause "And whereas there is of my estate four and 
thirty pounds in money in Thomas Ford's hands in New 
England and in the hands of Roger Clap and Stephen Tay- 


R 
197 


198 THE AMFRICAN GENEALOGIST 


ler in New England..." Other clauses show that this 
testator was a credtor of Henry Cogan in New England, 
and a creditor and "brother" (meaning brother-in-law) 
of Thomas Purchase, likewise in New England. George 
Way's will referred to "my lot in Dorchester in New Eng- 
land" and to his interest in the Pejepscot patent in 
what is now Maine. The abstract of the will is follow- 
ed by an illuminating note on the Way family. Way's 
son Eleazer came later to New England and settled at 
Hartford, Conn., where he died 12 July 1687; and his 
daughter Martha also came over, and married in Boston 
in 1652 Edward Allen of Boston [cf. Libby, Noyes and 
Davis, Genealogical Dictionary of Maine and New Hamp- 
shire (1925-39), p. 725}. 

Of the persons cited above as being mentioned in the 
will of George Way, Thomas Ford was born probably in 
Dorset about 1590, and died at Northampton, Mass., 28 
Nov. 1676. He certainly lived in Bridport and Dorches- 
ter, Dorset, 1617-29; probably came with his family on 
the Mary and John in 1630; was a founder of Dorchester, 
Mass.; freeman 15 on | 1631; moved to the new settlement 
of Windsor, conn., 1637, and to Northampton, Mass., a- 
bout 1659 [Clarence Almon Torrey, "English Origin of 
Major Aaron Cooke," The American Genealogist, supra, 
11:179-180; Jacobus and Torrey, "Thomas Ford of Dorches- 
ter, England, and Dorchester, Mass.," ibid., 16:41-43; 
Holman, op. cit., 1:354-356]. Roger Clap or Clapp was 
baptized at Salcombe Regis, co. Devon, 2 Apr. 1609; 
definitely came to New England on the Mary and John in 
1630 according to his own published Journal; settled at 
Dorchester, Mass., where he married, 6 Nov. 1633, Joanna 
Ford, daughter of Thomas Ford. Roger Clap did not move 
to the Connecticut River Valley, but remained in the 
Boston-Dorchester area [Ebenezer Clapp, The Clapp Memo- 
rial, 1876; Holman, op. cit., 1:276-278)]. Henry Cogan 
was baptized at St. Mary Magdalen's Church, Taunton, 
co. Somerset, 6 Apr. 1607; care to New England early in 
the 1630's; settled first at Dorchester, Mass., where 
he married, 14 March 1636/7, Abigail Bishop, daughter 

f Thomas Bishop, of Bridport, co. Dorset. They soon 
moved to Barstable, Cape Cod, then in Plymouth Colony, 
where they lived several years, but Henry Cogan return- 
ed to England, apparently on a business trip without 
his family, and died there about 16 June 1649 [see Dr. 
George E, McCracken's brilliant study, "Early Cogans 
English and American," New England Hist. & Gen. Regis- 
ter, vols. 109 and 110, especially 110:174-177]. For 
Thomas Purchase, gentleman, the Pejepscot patentee, 
probably a native of Dorchester, co. Dorset, see the 
notes following George Way's will in Waters, Gleanings, 
1:311, cited above; Charles E. Banks, "Thomas Purchas 
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of Pejepscot," Essex Antiquarian, 10:132-133; Frederick 
Morgan Steele, “Purchase Family," ibid,, 10:167-8; and 
Noyes-Libby-David, Gen. Dict. of Me. & N.H., 570. Con- 
Sidering the provenance of these associates of Stephen 
Taylor, we feel fairly certain that he, too, came from 
the Dorset-Somerset-Devon area. 

No record remains of Stephen Taylor's arrival in New 
England, but, judging from George Way's will and the 
association with Roger Clap, it is more than probable 
that Taylor settled first at Dorchester, Mass. We do 
not know when he moved to Windsor, Conn., but it was 
before 1 Nov. 1642, when he married his first wife at 
Windsor. She was Sarah Horsford or Hosford, daughter of 
William Horsford or Hosford by his first (unknown) wife. 
William Horsford was born about 1600, perhaps in the 
vicinity of Dorchester, co. Dorset; he is said to have 
come to New England on the Mary and John in 1630; was 
definitely in Dorchester, Mass., by B Oct. 1633; moved 
to Windsor, Conn., with the first settlers in 1636; was 
a deputy from Windsor to the Conn. General Court in May 
1637, and subsequently a ruling elder of the church in 
Windsor. His first wife (not named) died at Windsor 26 
Aug. 1641, and Horsford thereafter married Jane or Joan, 
widow of Henry Foulke or Fowkes. In 1653 Horsford was 
called to become minister of the church in Springfield, 
Mass., but in 1654 he returned to England, where he died 
before 14 July 1660, perhaps at Dorchester, Dorset. At 
the time of his second marriage, Horsford moved to his 
new wife's home in Windsor and settled the property he 
had formerly lived on in that town upon his daughter 
Sarah and her husband Stephen Taylor [see excellent 
study of William Horsford in Dr. Herbert Furman Sever- 
smith, Colonial Families of Long Island, New York, and 
Connecticut, pp. 1391-1394, and authorities there cited]. 

Stephen Taylor was admitted to the church in Windsor 
in March 1644. His first wife, Sarah (Horsford) Taylor, 
died at Windsor in 1647 [Old Church Records of Windsor, 
transcribed by Matthew Grant]. Stephen Taylor married, 
secondly, at Windsor, 25 Oct. 1649, Elizabeth ( 

Nowell, widow of Thomas Nowell of Windsor, who had died 
there late in 1648, after 3 November. 

The maiden name, birthplace, and birth date of Eliz- 
abeth, second wife of Stephen Taylor, have not yet been 
found. Her former husband, Thomas Nowell, seems not to 
have been long in Windsor when he died, leaving a will 
dated 3 Nov. 1648, in which he gave "to Robert Wilson, 
my kinsman, one cowe and one steere; to Isabel Phelps, 
my kinswoman, one cowe, and in case my wife shall marry 
again, she shall give to Robert and Isabel the sume of 
tenne pounds each"; to wife Elizabeth "my dwelling dure- 
ing the term of her life and after her decease I be- 
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queath the said house and land to Christopher Nowell, 
son of Edward Nowell of Wakefield in Yorkshire, England, 
deceased." Inventory of the estate of Thomas Nowell 
late of Windsor deceased was taken 22 Feb. 1648/9 by 
Henry Clarke, David Wilton and John Moore; it amounted 
to £368-11-01 [Manwaring's Digest, 1:25]. The bequest 
to Christopher Nowell of Wakefield (obviously a kinsman 
though the degree of kinship was not stated by the tes- 
tator) points to a Yorkshire background for Thomas No- 
well. Mrs. Genevieve Tylee Kiepura of Soledad, Califor- 
nia, has, indeed, found a marriage in the Parish Regis- 
ters of St. Peter's Church, Leeds, co. York, published 
by the Thoresby Society, which win refer to our Thomas 
Nowell, but probably does not: "Thomas Nowell & Isabell 
Nowell, married 22 Jan. 1644/5." Isabel is the equiva- 
lent of Elizabeth in Spanish, but in English the two 
names are distinct. For Robert Wilson of Windsor, kins- 
man and legatee of Thomas Nowell, see The American Gene- 
alogist, supra, 30:203. Robert's sister Isabel Wilson 
married at Windsor, 4 June 1645, Williamé Phelps of 
Windsor. We venture to disagree with Dr. Claude W. Bar- 
low's suggestion [supra, 34:140] that Ann (Wilson) wife 
of Richard] Weller of Windsor was another sister of Rob- 
ert and Isabel Wilson. The Wellers were not mentioned 
in Thomas Nowell's will. 

It has sometimes been alleged in publications such as 
the genealogical columns of the Hartford Times and the 
late Boston Evening Transcript that Elizabeth, second 
wife of Stephen Taylor, was a Newell, sister or daugh- 
ter of Thomas! Newell of Farmington, Conn. This is in- 
correct. At the time of her marriage to Taylor she was 
a widow Nowell and not a Newell. 

Stephen Taylor's wife and children were admitted to 
the church at Windsor, August 1666. He deposed in 168u, 
"aced about 66 years," a statement which places his 
—— around 1618 [Windsor Town Records, original MS in 

Conn. State Library, Hartford]. Henry R. Stiles, His- 
tory and Genealogies of Ancient Windsor, 2:749, states 


that "Stephen Taylor had the Horsford place, between 
Nicholas Denslow on the north and Eltweed Pomeroy on 
the south. He sold this place to Thomas Ford in 1656 
and removed to the east side of the [Connecticut] river. 
He died 1668." It should be noted that the year of 
death given by Stiles is wrong Stephen Taylor died at 
Windsor, doubtless in that pa part of the town lying east 
of the river (now East or South Windsor) 1 Sept. 1688 
according to the record so meticulously kept by Matthew 
srant. Stiles also gives a wrong date for the death of 
Elizabeth ( )(Nowell) Taylor, alleging that she died 
"14 Dec. 1717." Her true date of death was 5 Aug. 1689 
(Edwin Stanley Welles, Births, Marriages and Deaths Re- 
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from Hartford, Windsor and Fairfield (18 
Je 

The will of Stephen Taylor is as follows: 

83 august 16 

The last will and testament of Steuen taylor sener is 
as followeth my soule I bequeath too god that gaue it 
and my body to a christian buriall and as for that estat 
that god hath giuen me all my just debts being payd and 
funerall charges first I giue to my deare and loueing 
wife my house and barne and the Uper halfe of my lott 
bounding by Thomas Bissell duering her life and also I 
giue to my wife liberty too take of my house all goods 
what se ses [sic] cause duering her life and also out of 
the estat ten pounds to be at her owne dispose. I giue 
to my son Steuen the lower haluf of my lott to take po- 
session after my Deceas he paying ten pounds to my lone 
word illegible, probably widow] within on twelue month 
after my disceas: to my son Samuell I giue twenty shil- 
lings also to my son Thomas I giue ten pounds: as for my 
son John I giue after my wiues decease I giue him my 
house and barne on that haluf of my lott next too Thomas 
Bissell he paying forty pounds with in three years after 
his mother desease and too my daughter Abigall I giue 
twenty fore pounds and too my daughter Mary I giue twin- 
ty ponds too my daughter Mindwell I giue therty fiue 
pounds shee being pay of the legacy first twenty pounds 
and then for what my estate fals short to pay thay must 
all pay by equall proportion till the money be dew from 
Steuen and John but in case by any prouedent my estat 
fals short to make good all my legaces thay are all too 
beare ther parts proportiabl as thay are to reseave al- 
so I apoint my wife and son John excecuters to this my 
last will and my desier is that Thomas Bissell sen” and 
Nathanell Bissell may be ouerseers of this my last will 
and to be helpfull too my wife and John and thay to re- 
pare to them for aduice and councell this the sixteene 
day of august eighty three in witness hear of I set my 
hand in the presant of witnes that word first about 
mindwell was enther lined before subscription 

Stephen Taylor 


witnes Thomas Bissell 

Nathanell Bissell sener 
lon reverse] Will of Stephen Taylor late of Windsor, 

1688. 

September 4 1688. Inventory taken of the estat of Ste- 
uen Taylor decesed [Total] £49-08-03. [Signed] Joseph 
Fitch, Samuel Grant sener, Joshua Wills. 
(Comment: As stated at the beginning of this article, 
the original will of Stephen Taylor, transcribed above, 
is Probate #5403, Hartford District, State Library, 
Hartford. Stephen Taylor had an excellent and very 
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legible signature and, as the will was written five 
years before his death, he was probably in good health 
when he signed. The scribe of the will, however, whose 
bizarre spelling we have reproduced, was the neighbor 
and overseer, Thomas Bissell.) 

Manwaring's Digest, 1:511, contains the following: 
"Taylor, Widow of Stephen. [Elizabeth Nowell, married 
25 October, 1649 (2nd wife). She Died 5 Aug. 1689.- 
W.R.] Invt. £14-09-06. Taken 11 November, 1689, by 
Samuel Grant sen. and Samuel Grant Jr. Court Record, 
Page 7—11 November, 1689: Adms. to Stephen Taylor. Or- 
der to Dist. the Estate equally among her children. 
Stephen Taylor, the Husband, died lst September, 1688. 
(W.R.)" It will be seen that Manwaring added the dates 
of death from Windsor Records (W.R.); the Court refer- 
ence, page 7, is to Volume 5; the papers are in File 
#5395, Hartford District, Stete Library. 

Children of Stephen Taylor by first wife, born at 
Windsor: 


i. Stephen®, Jr., b. 1] Mar. bapt. 16 Mar. 1643/), 
d. in Oct. 1707; m. 8 Nov. 1676 Joanna@ Porter, b. 
ca. 1652, daughter of Deacon Thomas! and Sarah (Hart) 
Porter of Farmington, for whom see Ernest Flagg, Gen- 
ealogical Notes on the Founding of New England, TI926, 
p. 270. At least five children. -~ = 

ii. Samuel, b. 8 Oct. 1647; m. at Windsor (by Mr. Henry 
Wolcott), 27 Oct. 1670, Ma ry@ Banks, daughter of John 
Banks, for whom see Jacobus, Families of Old Fair- 
field, 1:25-6. Samuel Taylor moved to Springfield, 
Mass.; swore allegiance there 31 Dec. 1678; and had 
thirteen children recorded at Springfield, many of 
whom died young. 


Children by second wife, born at Windsor: 


iii. John, b. 22 Mar. 1651/2, bapt. 28 Mar. 1652. He moved 
to Suffield, Conn., and m. (1) 25 Sept. 1682, Sarah 
Younglove, daughter of Mr. John Younglove, sometime 
schoolmaster at Hadley, Mass., and later temporarv 
preacher at Suffield. She d. at Suffield 19 June 
1683, having had a child, Benoni, b. 15 June 1683, 
who d. in infancv. John Tavlor m. (2) at Suffield, 
2h Mar. 1685/6, Elizabeth} Spencer, b. ca. 1668, 
daughter of Thomas‘ (Thomas!) and Esther (Andrews ) 
Spencer of Suffield (see supra, 27:166). John and 
Elizabeth (Spencer) Taylor had at least five chil- 
dren. 

iv. Thomas, b. 5 Oct. 1655, bapt. 12 Oct. 1655; d. at Suf- 
field, Conn., 6 Jan. 170/13; m. (1) at Suffield, 15 
June 1678, Abigail? Roe, b. prob. by 1660, d. at Suf- 
field 13 Oct. 1691, daughter of Hugh! and Abigail 
koe (see George McKenzie Roberts, "The Families of 
Hugh Roe and William Dudley," supra, 10:73-78, and 
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note on p. 75 the clause in the will of Hugh Roe per- 
taining to Thomas ang Abigail (Roe) Taylor). Thomas 
Taylor m. (2) Hannah* Granger, b. at Newbury, Mass., 
prob. 15 May 1666, and d. at Suffield 1729, daughter 
of Launcelot! and Joanna (Adams) Granger. He had 
four children by first marriage, at least four more 
by second. 

Abigail, b. 19 Mar. 1657/8, bapt. 28 Mar. 1658, living 
16 Aug. 1683. 

Mary, b. 18 June 1651, bapt. 23 June 1661, living 16 
Aug. 1683. 

Mindwell, b. 6 Nov. 1663, bapt. 8 Nov. 1663, living 16 
Aug. 1683. 

Nathaniel, b. 2h: May 1668, bapt. 31 May 1668; d. at 
Windsor 3 Julv 1682. 


Addendum 


Mrs. Genevieve Tylee Kiepura, of Soledad, California, 
a descendant of Stephen Taylor of Windsor, has_ most 
generously supplied the contributor with certain items 
pertaining to men named Stephen Taylor in various Eng- 
lish Parish Registers. None of these is in the Dorset- 
Somerset-Devon area, but for the sake of the record 
they are given herewith: 


Maxey, co. Northampton: 
1606 Stephen Taylor son of Stephen, bapt. 
1609 John Taylor son of Stephen, bapt. 
Maidstone, Kent: 
1613 Stephen Taylor married Ann Segar 
Willesborough, Kent: 
1620, Nov. 7. Stephen Taylor of Kingsnorth & 
Elizabeth Coker (married) at Willes'. 
1628 Stephen Taylor of Waltham & An Bell (married). 
16050 Stephen Taylor & Mary Hunt (married). 


v. 
vi. 
vii. : 
viii. 
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STEPHEN? AND MARGARET (ELKINS) SNOW OF EASTHAM, MASS. 


By Maclean W. Mclean of Pittsburgh, Pa. 


In 1893 Mrs. Charles L. Alden of Troy, New York, con- 
tributed to the New England Hist. and Gen. Register an 
article on the descendants of Nicholas! Snow of Eastham, 
Mass., whose wife was Constance, daughter of Stephen 
Hopkins, the Mayflower passenger. Mrs. Alden gave a 
brief account lop. cit., 49:451] of this Stephen3 Snow; 
lists his ten children, without giving their marriages; 
and says of Stephen's wife Margaret Elkins, "I would 
like to know more of her." The present writer shared 
this curiosity and is preparing an account of this El- 
kins family. Meanwhile, the present article is present- 
ed for the purpose of carrying this Snow family group 
down one generation further. Evidently most of the 
children of Stephen+ left Cape Cod, and because of the 
multiplicity of marriages they contracted with persons 
of the genealogically difficult name of Smith, it seems 
likely that publication of the settlement of Stephen's 
estate may aid descendants in linking up a hitherto un- 
proved Mayflower line. Unless otherwise designated, all 
places named are in Massachusetts, and references to The 
Mayflower Descendant will be indicated by the symbol MD. 

Stephens Snow {Joseph-, Nicholas!) was born in East- 
ham 24 Feb. 1681 and died not long before 8 Aug. 1769. 
He married there, 12 July 1705, Margaret3 Elkins (Thom- 
as®, Thomas!), born at Salem 26 Apr. 1683, died probably 
at Eastham apparently between 2 Oct. 1769 and 13 Apr. 
1773- The will of Lt. Joseph@ Snow, dated at Eastham 
23 Nov. 1717, gives "unto my son Stephen Snow one third 
part of my meadow at Silver Spring, with one third part 
of all my Upland there adjoyning" [Barnstable Co. Pro- 
bate, 4:102-3]. Stephen3 has not infrequently been con- 
fused with his uncle Stephen Snow (1636-1705), for 
whom he was named; interested readers are therefore re- 
ferred to the careful article, "Stephen Snow's Will," 
contributed in 1933 by the late George Ernest Bowman 
[MD 31:37 et seqg.]. It seems probable that Stephen} 
Snow was a mariner in his younger days, but inthe set- 
tlement of his estate he is designated as "yeoman." 

Margaret Elkins was a daughter of Thomas Elkins by 
his wife Sarah Gutch, daughter of the Rev. Robert Gutch, 
"the preacher to the fishermen along the Kennebec." 

Stephen} Snow died intestate and 8 Aug. 1769 letters 
of administration were granted to "Stephen Snow of East- 
ham...upon the Estate of his father, Stephen Snow, late 
of Eastham, deceased" [Barnstable Co. Probate, 10:216)j. 
[The inventory, dated 2 Oct. 1769, taken by Silas Snow, 
Isaiah Higgins and James Snow, lists "The dwelling house 
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and Barn and land to the North End of the Brook" at £97. 
3s.; "The Land to the South of the Brook" at £52; out- 
door movables at £15. 6s.; indoor movables at £15. 2s. 
Total, £177. lls. 8d. [Ibid., 10:461.] 

On 18 Mar. 1771 a second appraisal was made, by Sil- 
vanus Snow, Joseph Pepper and Isaiah Hopkins, which 
shows the value of the house and land "on the North East 
side of the brook called the First Brock" had decreased 
to £60. 10s., while the land south of the brook had de- 
creased to £40. 13s. 4d. The son, Stephen Snow, swore 
to this, and at the same time presented an itemized ac- 
counting which refers to the amount paid for "the wid- 
ow's necessaries," £15. 2s., and "setting off the wid- 
cw's thirds," £2. 16s. 1ld. While the widow is not 
named, it seems probable that she was Margaret (Elkins) 
Snow, and the occasion of the re-appraisal may well have 
been the result of her recent decease. She was certain- 
ly deceased before distribution of the estate was made, 
as will be seen. 

James Otis, Judge of Probate of "the estates of in- 
testates" etc., assigned, in an order dated 13 Apr.1773, 
"unto Stephen Snow and Robert Snow both of Eastham, yeo- 
men, two of the sons of Stephen Snow late of sd. East- 
ham, yeoman, deceased,....the whole of the real estate 
--e-which their father died seized of....at the North 
and South sides of the First Brook...as appraised..and 
valued at £101. 3s. 4d. ...the buildings and all that 
part of the premises to the North side of First Brook, 
to the said Stephen Snow...premises to the South side 
to the said Robert Snow." Otis thereupon ordered these 
two sons to pay “unto the rest...of the deceased's chil- 
dren, their legal representatives or guardians, the fol- 
lowing sums, with interest: (after clearing charges a- 
gainst the estate amounting to £18. 3s. 2d.): "....to 
Margaret Lovering, widow, one of the daughters of the 
said deceased, £8. 6s. ...to Lydia Mott, another of the 
said daughters the like £8. 6s.; to the heirs of Elkins 
Snow, deceased, and son of said deceased, £8. 6s.3 they 
haveing also paid to Ruth Smith, Mercy Smith, Sarah 
Smith and the heirs of Jane Smith, deceased, four of 
the daughters of the said deceased, the like sum.... 
[Ibid., 17:95.] 

Children of "Stephen ard Margeret Snow," births re- 
corded at Eastham [MD 7:16-17]: 


i. Margaret4, b. 1h May 1706; d., probably at Holliston, 
after_1h Dec. 1789; m. (1) at Eastham, 15 Feb. 1727/8 
Eldad? Atwood, Jr. (Eldad*, Stephen*), b. there 9 
Julv 1695, d., perhaps at Mendon, ca. 175h3 m. (2) 
at Mendon, 23 Oct. 1760, Isaac Thayer of Hellingham, 
who d. before 22 Apr. 1763; m. (3) 29 Dec. 1763, 
Joseph Lovering of Holliston, who d. there 1h Oct. 
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1771. A separate account of her is being prepared to 
correct a number of errors which have been vrinted 
concerning this family group. She was the mother of 
ten children by her first husband, and her descendants 
or those of her various husbands include a governor 
of Connecticut, the first acting governor of Califor- 
nia, and a host of others including at least two con- 
tributors to this quarterly, i.e., Mrs Winifred Lov- 
ering-Holman and the present writer. 

Stephen, Jr., b. 21 Mar. 1708, d. after 13 Apr. 1773; m. 
(by Mr. Henjiamin Webb) at Eastham, & Oct. 1730, Re- 
becca Snow (MD 17:32). This man has been_confused 
with his namesake, Stephen" Snow (Micajah Stephen<, 
Nicholasl), who m. 30 Jan. 173k ry Cole (see MD 
17:14). But the subject Stephen4 Snow's intention 
of marriage, to Rebeckah Snow, designates him clearly 
as "Stephen Snow son of Stephen Snow" (MD 26:172). He 
administered his father's estate. Children, all b. 
at Easton, to "Stephen & Rebecca" (MI) 17:32): 

1. Heuben5, b. 1h Jan. 1733/h. 
2. Lydia, b. 2k Mar. 1736. 
3. Rebecca, b. 7 Aug. 1738. 
lh. Phebe, b. 8 Nov. 170. 
5. Elizabeth, called Betty, b. 17 Dec. 1713 
iii. Lydia, b. 26 Mar. 1710; d. after 13 Apr. 1773; m. (by 
Mr. Benjamin Webb) at Eastham, 2); Feb. 1732, John 
Mott (MD 17:79). The intention of marriage calls her 
"Lidia Snow of Eastham" and him "John Mott of Scitu- 
ate," so entered 7 Nov. 1731 in Eastham by Jos.Doane, 
Tn. Clerk (MD 28:17), published in Scituate 15 Jan. 
1731/2 (VR €> 1850). The distribution of her father's 
estate in 1773 calls her Lydia Mott (supra). Children 
(Scituate to 1850): 
6. I5 Nec. 1732. 
Ps Lydia, b. 18 Aug. 173k. 
3. Rhoda, b. 12 Aug. 1736. 
h. Ruth, b. 23 May 1739. 
S. Stephen, b. 29 May 1741. 
6. Desire, 6. 15 Dec. 17h; m. Feb. 1769, Israel 
Cowling. 
7. Elizabeth, b. 11 Oct. 17h7. 
8. Stephen, b. 10 Julv 1752; m. 25 Feb. 1773, Abi- 
gail Staples of Hanover. 

Sarah, b. 13 Feb. 1711/12; d. after 13 Apr. 1773; m. 
(int. 25 Sept. 1736) Samuel Smith (MD 28:179). She 
is named in the distribution of her father's estate. 

v. Elkins, b. 2) Mar. 1713/1h; d. before 28 Dec. 175; m. 
(int. 24 Sept. 1737) Susannah Walker (MD 28:180). The 
entry of birth of his son Elkins Snow Jr. calls him 
then deceased and the distribution of his father's 
estate in 1773 (supra) was made to his heirs. Chil- 
dren, all b. at_Eastham "of Elkins Snow" (MD 17:35): 

l. Margaret?, b. 2 Aug. 1738. 

2. Susannah, b. 26 Aug. 171; d. 6 Mar. 1756. "in 
her 15th yr." (MD 9:70). 

3. Priscilla, b. 9 Dec. 17h3. 
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kh. Elkins, Jr., b. 28 Dec. 175, "son of Elkins 
Snow, deceased, and Susanrah." 

vi. Jane, b. 22 Apr. 1716; d. before 13 Apr. 1773 when dis- 
tribution of her father's estate was made to her 
heirs (supra); m. (int. 8 Oct. 1737) Levi Smith (MD 
28:180). Further research is needed to confirm the 
hypothesis that this is the Levi Smith b. Eastham 15 
Mar. 1713/1, son of James and Hannah (Rogers } Smith 
(MD 5:197). If so, be as a grandson of John’ Kogers 

(Lt. Joseph? , Thomas+ of the Mayflower) by his wife 
Twining, daughter of William and Eliza- 
beth (Deane) Twining. Children, all b. at Eastham of 
"Levi and Jane Smith" (MD 

Bleazer?, b. Jan. 1739. 
Hannah, b. 9 Apr. 17h1. 
Elizabeth, b.23 Apr. 173. 

1. -ean (Jean?), b. 1 July 17h5. 

>» Ruth, b. 6 May 1748. 

: Priscilla, b. 9 Mar. 1752. 
Grace, b. 15 Mar. 175k. 

Robert, b. 22 Feb. 1717/18; d. after 13 Apr. 1773; m. 
(int. 5 Dec. 1741) Mercy Smith (MD 29:12). He shared 
with his brother Stephen the father's real property 
in Eastham. Mercy (Smith) Snow d. in Oct. 1771 (MD 
15:68). Children b. at Eastham (list incomplete and 
there was at_least one son): 

Bunice?, b. 15 Jan. 17hh. 

2. Bethiah, b. 27 Nov. 1748. 

John, b. 30 Mar. 1720. He may be the man of that name 
whose int. was published 2) Oct. 1746 to Phebe Hatch 
of Falmouth. However, he evidently was deceased 
without living heirs at the date of the distribution 
of his father's estate (supra). 

Mercy, b. 12 Dec. 1725; d. after 13 Apr. 1773; m. (int. 
7 Jan. 1741/2) Joshua Smith of Eastham (MD 2h:12). 

He probably was the brother, b. 19 July I720 (MD 5: 
197) of Levi Smith and Renjamin Smith who respective- 
ly married his wife's sisters Jane Snow and uth Snow 
(vide supra). 

Ruth, b. 12 Dec. 1725; d. after 13 Apr. 1773; m. (int. 
19 Oct. 1745) Benjamin Smith (MD 24:87). He is prob- 
ably the man of that name b. at Eastham 3 Oct. 172, 
brother of Levi and Joshua Smith who married, resvec- 
tively, his wife's sisters, Jane Snow and Mercy Snow 
(MD 5:197 and supra). 


v 
vi 


ELIZABETH ( INGALLS)(LEWIS)(THAYER) KEITH 
of MENDON AND DOUGLAS, MASSACHUSETTS 


By Claude W. Barlow, Ph.)., Clark University, Worcester, Mass. 


Several of my correspondents have traced their ances- 
try to one of the daughters of Josiah+ Thayer of Mendon, 
Mass., who was born there 4 June 1694 and died some time 
after writing his will on 14 Nov. 1735 and before the 
will was proved 11 Aug. 1736. His marriage to Elizabeth 
Lewis on 1 Jan. 1717/18 was recorded in Providence. None 
of their children was recorded, but from the will of Jo- 
Ssiah Thayer and papers on his estate they are known to 
be the following: 

1. Job, died in Douglas, Mass., in 1741, unmarried. 
2. Elizabeth, married in Uxbridge, Mass., 28 Nov. 
1739, Benjamin Archer, and died between 1746 
and 1760. 
Sarah, married in Glocester, R.I., 22 Aug.1740, 
William Jepherson of Uxbridge, and died in 
Douglas, Mass., after 1764. 
Martha, married in Uxbridge, 7 Dec. 1743, Sam- 
uel Humes and died in Douglas after 1755. 
Josiah, under 18 in 1735, no further record. 
Mercy or Marcy, youngest daughter, alive in 
1741, died unmarried by 1776. 
In addition to these children Jos 2% Thayer mentioned 
also in his will a "daughter-in-law" Mary Taft and a 
"son-in-law" John Lewis. These were evidently step- 
children, for Mary Lewis married Stephen Taft in 1734. 
We should accordingly expect Elizabeth Lewis to have 
been a young widow with children Mary and John at the 
time of her marriage to Josiah Thayer. 

A possible clue to the identity of this widow Eliza- 
beth Lewis was suggested by Mrs. Ruth Ravenscroft, who 
before 1943 compiled the large Thayer manuscript now in 
the library of the New England Historic Genealogical 
Society in Boston. She suggested that Elizabeth's first 
husband had been a John Lewis of Dedham, whose estate 
was administered in Boston in 1717. 

[The probate papers are illuminating but do not in 
themselves provide proof. Inventory of the estate of 
John Lewis, late of Dedham, deceased, blacksmith, was 
taken by John Darling and Jacob Bartlett [names of Men- 
don men) on 11 June 1717, including a piece of real es- 
tate valued at fifty pounds. The widow Elizabeth pre- 
sented this inventory in court on 8 Nov. 1717, was ap- 
pointed to administer the estate of her late husband, 
and signed a bond for £150, with John Ingols of Dedham 
and Samuel Wheton of Mendon as sureties. There are nc 
other papers in the case, and especially there is no 
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mention of any children. 

Mrs. Ravenscroft was bothered by an apparent error in 
the date of a Dedham record which states that "John Lew- 
is deceased September the first, 1718." Actually, this 
is a different man from John Lewis the blacksmith, for 
he was a resident of Dorchester, his estate was settled 
in a separate probate case in 1718, and he left five 
children, some of them having families of their own. 

The estate of John Lewis of Dorchester was settled in 
1723 on his son John Lewis, the latter to make payments 
to his brothers and sister. A son Barachiah Lewis had 
children recorded in Dedham. Mention of the family of 
John Lewis the blacksmith is not found in any known vi- 
tal records or church records. 

With the knowledge that the deceased had owned real 
estate, a search of the land records was in order. In 
Suffolk County LR, Liber 30, p. 40, is recorded a sale 
by John Ingles of Dedham, yeoman, for £30, to my "son- 
in-law" John Lewis of Dedham, blacksmith, of 40 acres 
in Dedham on the west end of the 2nd division on the Pa- 
tucket River, including four cow common rights. John 
Ingles retained for himself the use of four acres to 
improve during his lifetime. The deed was dated 8 June 
1714, witnessed by Martin Pearse and Richard Blood, ac- 
knowledged at Mendon the same day, and recorded in Bos- 
ton 28 Sept. 1715. 

This John Ingalls (as the name is spelled in The In- 
galls Family in America, 1903) is himself somewhat mys- 
terious. He must have married and had the daughter 
Flizabeth before his first appearance in Mendon in 1700, 
but nothing else is known of his family. He was himself 
the son of John and Elizabeth (Barrett) Ingalls of Salem 
and Rehoboth, Mass., and was presumably alive in 1721 
when his father gave him only a token bequest for being 
an "undutiful" son. 

The name John Lewis is so frequently found in the 
index of Suffolk County deeds that it takes some ingenu- 
ity to ferret out the one deed which refers to disposal 
of the property which John Lewis the blacksmith held at 
the time of his death. It is actually found in Liber 
62, p. 162: John Lewis of New Sherborn, Worcester Coun- 
ty, yeoman, and Stephen Taft and Mary his wife of Ux- 
bridge sell for £145 to Uriah Jillson and Charles Capron 
of Bellingham, yeoman, land in Bellingham in the Gore 
now in controversy between the Colony of Rhode Island 
and the Province of Massachusetts. The land measures 
about 72 acres, adjoining the heirs of Edmund Ingles [a 
brother of John3 Ingles above], and includes some ad- 
ditions to the original purchase as granted by the town, 
it being land "that was our Honoured fathers John Lewis 
deceased whereon he last dwelt and where he died." The 
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instrument was dated 10 June 1741 and accompanied by 
the following release: "and Elizabeth Thayer widow- 
woman who was formerly the wife of the said John Lewis 
deceased....surrenders her power of thirds." The wit- 
nesses were James Yeats, Martha Thayer, David Thayer 
junr, and Benoni Benson. The three grantors acknowl- 
edged their signatures before David Comstock, J.P., in 
Smithfield, R.I., on 6 Nov. 1741 and the deed was re- 
corded in Boston 31 Dec. 1741. 

The boundary dispute referred to was settled in 1747, 
and it is now clear that all the parties concerned lived 
in a small area on the line between the present towns of 
Bellingham and Blackstone, which were then parts of Ded- 
ham and Mendon respectively. Furthermore, the residents 
were close enough to Smithfield (previous to 1731 a 
part of Providence) to step across the border for their 
business with a justice of the peace. 

Four weeks before the date of this last deed (on 13 
May 1741) Elizabeth Thayer and Israel Keith had entered 
their intentions of marriage in Uxbridge, both giving 
their residence at New Sherborn (now Douglas). Israel 
Keith had seven children in Mendon and Uxbridge by his 
first wife Deborah Partridge, who must have died soon 
after the birth of the last child in September 1740. 
Thus Elizabeth disposed of her interest in her first 
husband's estate just before her third marriage, but 
some of her Thayer children were still minors and she 
retained her interest in that estate as long as she 
lived. Furthermore, Israel Keith by his marriage to 
Elizabeth also acquired dower rights to his wife's in- 
terest in the estate of Josiah Thayer. He seems to have 
made the most of these rights, for he had recently been 
a partner in the unfortunate Land Bank of 1740, losing 
all of his own property in a series of seizures during 
the next five years. The creditors were also awarded 
among other items "grass, apples, corn, etc. now grow- 
ing on the said Keiths wife thirds of the estate lying 
in a place called New Sherbourn formerly belonging to 
her former husband Josiah Thayer, decd, including all 
income and profits of said thirds for three years to 
come" (Worcester County LR 19:40]. The debtor himself 
was "nowhere to be found" at this time, but by 1750 
things had calmed down and the next 25 years were une- 
ventful. 

Elizabeth's death is not recorded, but it occurred 
in Douglas previous to 17 Sept. 1776, when Israel Keith, 
then of Killingly, Conn., sold to Henry Wood "all my 
right and title to 4 acres 20 rods in Douglas, it being 
part of the homestead farm that formerly belonged unto 
Josiah Thayer decd and was set off to his daughter Mer- 
cy" (LR 78:150]). One ef Josiah's grandsons, Samuel 
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Humes, Jr., was a witness. 

Lastly, Israel Keith sold to Job Archer, son of Eliz- 
abeth (Thayer) Archer and another grandson of Josiah 
Thayer, “all my right and title of interest in the 
thirds of my wife Elizabeth Keith late of Douglas de- 
ceased and in the estate which formerly belonged to Jos- 
siah Thayer of Douglas," dated 23 March 1780, but signa- 
ture not acknowledged until 13 Sept. 1784, when the 
grantor was over 80 years of age [LR 93:228]. 

Finally, a deed in Worcestor [LR 89:33], dated 24 
Apr. 1783, shows Samuel Humes, Sr. (husband of Martha 
Thayer, who had died many years before) transferring 
land to his children, Josiah Humes, Samuel Humes, Jr., 
and Jonathan and Elizabeth Alger, "reserving to myself 
the portion that might...descend by said Elizabeth's 
grandmother." From this it appears that the heirs of 
Josiah Thayer still hoped to realize something from 
their inheritance. 

In summary, Elizabeth Ingalls, daughter of John In- 
galls, must have been born about 1695. She married (1) 
about 1714 John Lewis of Dedham and had two children by 
him before his death in 1717. She married (2) in 1718 
Josiah Thayer of Mendon, Uxbridge, and Douglas, by whom 
she had six children before his death in 1736. She mar- 
ried (3) soon after 10 June 1741, Israel Keith, by whom 
she had no children, but with whom she lived in Douglas 
until her death in 1776 or a little earlier. 


FAMILY OF SAMUEL BEEBE OF SOUTHOLD, LONG ISLAND 


By Donald Lines Jacobus 


[The land records of Colchester, Conn., 5:133, con- 
tain a deed dated 20 July 1738 from Samuel Bebee of 
SouthHold, Co. of Suffolk, Colony of New York, on the 
Island Nassau, Yeoman, for love, to my two Sons Sam11 
Bebee and James Bebee, my 5 Daughters Elis® Newberry, 
Mary Clark, Bathsheba King, Rebecca Brown and Patience 
Bebee, and 4 of my GrandChildren, vidl. Nathll Newberry 
son_ of Elis® Newberry, Will™ King son of Bathshe® King, 
Sam11 Bebee son of James Bebee, and Solomon King son of 
Hannah King Dec, all right to 8 miles Square, about 12 
miles up and Near Connecticot River, granted by Captn 
Gallup of Niantick to Majr John Talcott Col John Allyn, 
Maj’ Edward Palmes, MY Henry Woolcot, Math’ Gris- 
would and MY Carey Latham, also 2000 acres I purchased 
of Oweneco with the Consent of Capt. John Mason. Wit- 
nesses, Joshua Youngs, John King. 

[See also, Abstracts, New York Wills, 3:370.] 
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THE BROUGH FAMILY OF MARSHFIELD AND BOSTON 


By Mrs. John E, Barclay, F.A.S.G., Whitman, Mass. 


This article is an attempt to bring to life the al- 
most mythical figures of Edmund Brough and his son Ste- 
phen whose descendants in the Dorrington and Seagraves 
families may not be aware of their ancestry. In all 
probability Stephen was the great-grandson of James 
Chilton who came in the Mayflower, but the name Brough 
has undergone such mutilation by the recorders that it 
is almost impossible to recognize it. In Plymouth Col- 
ony and Marshfield records, it begins as Brough (some- 
times Edmond, sometimes Edward) and evidently was pro- 
nounced "Bruff" or "Broff." When the family reaches 
Boston it becomes Broof, Broff, Broffe, Bruff, even 
Burfe, Burfee, Burph, and amazingly Brust—the latter 
clearly a misreading. Much of the evidence is necessa- 
rily circumstantial, there being no records now exist- 
ent, but it seems advisable to assemble all that re- 
mains. 

It has long been known that Roger! Chandler married 

at Leyden, Holland, Isabella Chilton, daughter of James 

The England and Holland of the Pi Pilgrims (1906), by Hen- 
. and Morton Dexter, p. 609], and it has been assumed 
that she was the married daughter referred to by Gover- 
nor Bradford in his history Of Plymouth Plantation, who, 
he states, came afterwards. It is also known from 
Plymouth Colcny grants and deeds as well as those of 
Bristol County, that Roger Chandler left as heirs three 
daughters whose names never appear in the records of 
the Colony. They are always referred to as the "daugh- 
ters" or "three daughters" of Roger Chandler. 

Roger Chandler died before 3 Oct. 1665, the date 150 
acres were granted by the Court unto his three daugh- 
ters, he being called then deceased. This grant was be- 
tween the Bay line and the bounds of Taunton, "according 
tc the desire of John Bundy" [Plym. Col. Rec. 4:110]. 
Although deeds showed these grants eventually in the 
hands of the Leonards of Bridgewater, the Bundys of 
Taunton, and one Stephen Bruff of Boston, it was not 
until the excellent article by Frederick C. Warner ap- 
peared in The American Genealogist, 27:1-6, that the 
three daughters were identified, ‘showing that they prob- 
ably married into these families. His article is en- 
titled "The Probable Identity of the Daughters of Roger 
Chandler of Duxbury." Deeds are quoted pertaining to 
the grants, and the later transfer of the property, all 
well documented. it would be difficult to find better 
proof of their identity since there are scarcely any 
records now extant pertaining to the first two genera- 
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tions of this Leonard family and even less on Brough. 
There is only one item in the article that may be open 
to question; viz.: which of the daughters married Solo- 
mon Leonard and which married Edmund Brough. There is 
evidence that John Bundy's wife was named Martha, but I 
could find no authentic record which shows that Solomon 
Leonard had a wife Mary. I do find probable reasons for 
believing that Edmund Brough married Mary which will be 
presented later but this in no way detracts from the ex- 
cellence of the article by Mr. Warner. 

We know from Dexter's records previously mentioned 
that Roger Chandler married at Leyden 21 July 1615 Isa- 
bella Chilton. These records further state that "he 
lived with wife and two children at Zevenhuysen 15 Oct. 
1622." The two children are given as Samuel and Sarah 
(p. 609). Thus, Samuel and Sarah were born before 1622 
and two more daughters were born later who are believed 
to have been named Mary and Martha. 

Nowhere in the records or deeds have I been able to 
find that Solomon Leonard Senior had a wife Mary. His 
son Solomon, Jr., did have a wife Mary as shown by pro- 
bate records of his estate. The earliest mention of 
Mary as the wife of Solomon, Sr., is in The History of 
Bridgewater, Mass., by Nahum Mitchell (1840) and it is 
clearly evident when we examine the known facts that he 
has confused father and son, and this error has been re- 
peated by all who took him as a reference. Un page 2uyy 
he states that Solomon! Leonard died 1686 and he men- 
tions his widow as Mary. Then, on page 245, "Solomon 
(s. of Solomon!) no account." The facts according to 
the records are as follows: 

Solomon! Leonard died before 1 May 1671 as revealed 
in a Plymouth Colony deed [3:199] of that date: "Samuel 
Leonard to his brother John" land that his "father Solo- 
mon Leonard....while he was living did with my mother 
freely bestow on my brother John Leonard." He left no 
will, but in order to clarify the ownership of the lands 
the Court Oct. 27, 1675 ordered a settlement to be made 
[Court Orders, 5:179] and Samuel as eldest son and ad- 
ministrator gave bonds on that date. The widow is not 
mentioned and is presumed deceased; she may have died 
before Solomon. 

Solomone died intestate 14 (3m) 1686 as stated in the 
inventory of his estate taken 21 May 1686 (Plym. Prob. 
1:1] and from this we also learn that his wife Mary made 
oath to it. A comparison with the above shows wherein 
Mitchell made his mistake, and the name of Solomon, Sen- 
ior's wife remains a question. 

How many children Solomon Leonard, Sr., had is un- 
known; no authentic records have come to light but we 
know that at least six were living when he died, five 
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sons and one daughter, and it is difficult tc give even 
the approximate year of their births since no marriage 
records have been found except for the daughter, and no 
death records with age at death, and, to add to the dif- 
ficulties, no birth records for his grandchildren. From 
the few items that can be gleaned and arranged with at 
least a little approximation, it seems that all of Sol- 
omon's were born before 1654 and that the first must 
have been born by 1642 and hence that he would have been 
married by 1640 if not earlier, and that his wife would 
have been born before 1624. He was probably born about 
1613, certainly before 1617 since he petitioned the Col- 
ony for land 7 May 1638 [Court Orders, 1:83] when he 
would be twenty-one or over. 

John Bundy's children are recorded, except one; the 
first in Boston in 1649 and the last by wife Martha (his 
first wife) in 1676; thus he must have been married by 
1648. There is a genealogy of this family in the Seat- 
tle Genealogical Bulletin, February 1956, but it should 
be used with care as some of the suppositions are erro- 
neous. 

Edmund! Brough, who probably married the other Chan- 
dler daughter, appeared in this country about 1040 and 
is first mentioned in Plymouth Court Orders, 1:164, in 
an arbitration case: Nov. 2, 1640, "Difference between 
Joseph Greene and Edmond Brough, the Court having seen 
the Arbitration whereby said Joseph is ordered to pay 


him 6 pounds out of which said Edmond is to allow said 


Joseph for 


Ibid, 2:58: June 6, 1643, William Halloway for eat- 
ing stolen herins and suspicion of stealing corn from 
&dward Brough. 

Ibid, 8:196: Able to bear arms [ages 16-60) 1643 
Edward Brough. And, finally, an apy _—s that he 

was absent from Town Meeting 23 Aug. 1652. [This is the 
last record found in Plymouth area referring to Edmund 
Brough and it seems probable that this was about the 
time he removed to Boston. No record has been found 
that designates his trade or occupation, but it is pos- 
sible that he was a mariner and in the employment of the 
Winslows and removed to Boston with them. It should be 
borne in mind that if he married a daughter of Roger 
Chandler, she was a niece of Mary Chilton, wife of John 
Winslow, the merchant of Boston. Also, John Bundy and 
his wife Martha were living in Boston at this time and 
some of their children were recorded there. No children 
have been found recorded to Edmund Brough under any 
spelling of the name. He may have had but one child who 
survived. The next record, the first found in Boston, 
is significant: 

Boston Record Commissioners' Reports, 9:67 (printed 
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Boston Vital Records): "Mary, wife of Edmund Burfe de- 


ceased 15 Aug. 1658." At first this record escaped no- 
tice due to the spelling, but it may indicate that Ed- 

mund Brough married Mary Chandler, in which case Solo- 

mon Leonard probably married Sarah, but these are con- 

clusions which perhaps will never be clearly defined. 

[The inventory of the estate of Comfort Starr of Bos- 
ton, dated 2 Feb. 1659, lists among the debts due the 
estate, "Edward Bruffe 07.04" [Suffolk Prob. Case #233]. 

The above is all that appears in the records regard- 
ing Edmund Brough. All search for the name throughout 
the two colonies has failed and it is possible that he 
died soon after his wife. 

Second Report of the Record Commissioners (Boston 
Town Records 1634-1660), p. 119, under date of 28: ymo. 
[June] 1654, discloses that "William Bruff is admitted 
as an Inhabytant, William Wenbourne standing bound to 
the towne that he shall nott be Chargeable thereto." 

{It is always risky to suggest possible error in origin- 
al records unless it can be proved; but the date is 
shortly after Edmund Bruff moved to Boston, and diligent 
search by Mrs. Barclay has failed to disclose any other 
mention of a William Bruff.—Ed. ] 

Searching the Bridgewater-Taunton area where lived 
the sisters-in-law of Edmund Brough—the Leonards and 
Bundys—among whom it would be logical to expect any 
Bruff children to be living, if left orphans, results 
were found in Rehoboth, Mass. This is adjacent to the 
grant made to the three Chandler girls. Rehoboth V.R., 
p. 74: Stephen Burph and Elizabeth Perry, m. at Reho- 
both 29 May 1674. 

No chilcren are found for them, nor records of their 
death. The above record shows that Stephen Brough was 
born before 1653, perhaps in Marshfield prior to the re- 
moval of the family to Boston. If born about 1644, he 
would have been about thirty at marriage and about six 
years older than his wife. 

Elizabeth Perry was born at Rehoboth 25 Oct. 1650 
[ibid., p. 715], daughter of Anthony! Perry and his wife 
Elizabeth, who settled at Rehoboth before 1648. He was 
buried there 1 March 1682/3 and his will ['lym. Col. 
Prob. 4:29], dated 20 Feb. 1680, proved 15 Mar. 1682, 
calls him "aged 67" and names wife Elizabeth, eldest 

eldest son Sam- 
uel, youngest son Nathaniel, youngest daughter Mary Ker- 
drick, and three grandchildren: Jasiel and Mehitable 
Perry and Jasiel Kendrick. 

By 1681 Stephen Brough and Elizabeth were living in 
Boston. First Report of the Record Commissioners, p. 
71, shows Stephen Broof in a 1651 tax list, in Division 
No. 4, Major Savage's Company. 
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The tax list of 1691 shows [ibid., p. 15 
of Stephen Bruff in Major Savage's Company, 

His name does not appear in the list of inhabitants 
1695. No children are recorded to Stephen and Elizabeth 
at either Rehoboth or Boston, but they may have had at 
least one son, John Bruff, born after 1681 but before 
1685, who married at Boston, 5 Nov. 1706, Mary Bricknel, 
born 15 Sept. 1689, daughter of Edward and Mary (Kemple) 
Bricknel. Research shows that Mary's father was a mar- 
iner and died while on a voyage about the time that she 
was born, and that her mother married second, 24 March 
1693, Williaml Hough. Suffolk Probate records provide 
this information but there is no further data on Mary. 
No children are recorded to John Bruff and Mary, and it 
is possible that he died soon after marriage and that 
she is the Mary Bruff who married 30 Dec. 1709 John Pun- 
ery [Boston VR p. 20] and that she herself died soon 
after, as John Pumery married again, 13 Dec. 1711, Lydia 
silbert, by whom he had several children recorded in 
Boston. A search for all the above mentioned persons 
furnished no further data pertinent to this article. 
Since Anthony Perry in his will named all his grandchil- 
dren then born, it seems probable that, if his daughter 
Elizabeth and Stephen Brough had any issue at that time, 
they too would have been mentioned. Thus, if John Bruff 
was their son, he was born after the date of the will, 
and this would agree with the above reasoning. 

Stephen Brough married second, about 1697 at Boston, 
Damaris Threeneedles, sometimes written Threadneedles, 
but no record is now extant. Damaris was born at Bostm 
26 Oct. 1670 [VR p. 116], daughter of Bartholomew! and 
Damaris3 (Hawkins) Threeneedles. Her mother, Damaris3 
Hawkins, was daughter of James< and Mary¢ (Mills) Haw- 
kins and granddaughter of Richard- and Jane Hawkins and 
of John and Susanna Mills of Boston and Braintree; this 
being the Jane Hawkins who was persecuted and banished 
and settled in Rhode Island. Bartholomew Threeneedles 
died at Boston in 1702, called "mason" or "bricklayer," 
and by his will [Suffolk Prob. 15:77] dated 2 Apr. 1700, 
proved 7 Apr. 1702, he bequeathed to wife Damaris; son 
James if living; grandchildren: James, Mary and Thomas 
Millins and Elizabeth Broffe; and four daughters: Dama- 
ris Broffe, Mary Millins, Ruth Threeneedles, and Susanna 
Threeneedles. 

There is no record of Stephen Brough's death nor of 
his wife's, but Suffolk Deeds, 34:145, contain a deed 
dated 21 Jan. 1719 which shows that both had died leav- 
ing as sole heirs, two daughters, birth of only one of 
whom will be found recorded, but the marriages of both 
are in Boston Vital Records. 

Children of Stephen? and Damaris (Hawkins) Brough: 
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Elizabeth}, b. ca. 1699; m. at Boston, as Elizabeth Bruff, 
22 May 1716, David Gibson, b. at Boston 29 Nov. 1691, 
son of William~ Gibson, the Scotsman, and his second 
wife, Hannah Phippen, daughter of Gamaliel. He was a 
mariner and d. before 1722, probably leaving no issue. 
Elizabeth, his widow, m. (2) at Boston, 11 Oct. 1722, 
John Galpvine, who was also a mariner and may have be- 
longed to the Galpin family of Rye, N.Y., and Connecti- 
cut. Children recorded in Boston (nothing more found): 

1. John, b. 23 Sept. 1723. 

2. Elizabeth, b. 21 Aug. 1725. 

ii. Damaris, b. at Boston 27 Oct. 1701; m. 26 Mar. 1723 Wil- 
liam Dorrington. The marriage record reads "Damas 
Brust," the intention "Damiris Bruf." There is no rec- 
ord of deaths. Children, four recorded at Boston: 

1. William, b. 1 May 172). Boston VR give a marriage 
intention, 19 May 1748, of William Darrington 
to Elizabeth Gowell. According to Daniel Sea- 
graves, Seagraves Genealogy (1881), William@ 
Dorrington, 6b. I May 172i, m. Betsy Fitzgerald, 
but no references are given which can be check- 
ed, and the source may have been family records. 
William was a cordwainer and d. in Boston be- 
fore 10 Jan. 1777, leaving a son John, a minor 
about 1h, whose uncle Mr. John Merritt, armorer 
of Boston, was appointed his guardian; and 28 
Feb. 1778 he was named administrator of William 
Dorrington's estate (Suffolk Prob. 78:18); in- 
ventory amounted to £52.19.00 but no real es- 
tate is mentioned bv which the family could be 
traced further. However, further details on 
the descendants will be found in the Seagraves 
Genealogy. 

Mary, b. 15 Aug. 1725; m. int. 23 Sept. 1762, to 
John Merritt. He was b. 2) Feb. 1731, son of 
Daniel and Eunice, and d. 29 Sept. 1799. His 
will (Suffolk Prob. 97:565) seems to indicate 
= there was no issue. His widow d. May 
1812. 

Stephen, b. 15 Feb. 1728; no further record, 

John, b. 3; m. int. 5 Sept. 1751 Mary“ Sea- 
graves. He was a well-to-do sea captain and d. 
at Boston 1 Mar. 1772, buried at Copp's Hill. 
His will (Suffolk Prob. 71:310) bequeathed all 
to his wife; apparently no issue. She was the 
daughter of the widow Sarah Seagraves of Boston 
who 11 Nov. 1776 was appointed administratrix, 
with John Merritt, of her daughter's estate 
(Suffolk Prob. 75:6). 

Elizabeth, b. 12 Apr. 1731; no further record. 

(perhaps) Sarah, b. ; m. May 1753 Sam- 
uel Webber. 


CAPTAIN JOHN CALL OF CHARLESTOWN, MASS. 


By Frederick W. Wead, A.B., M.Arch., Boston, Mass. 


Wyman in his Genealogies and Estates of Charlestown 
lists John@ Call as "Ensign" and John Call as "Cap- 
tain," a classification which is followed in the Index 
of Ancestors by the Society of Colonial Wars (1922 
edition). From the following records I find that John@ 
was the captain. 

John@ Call, son of Thomas!, born England ca. 1635; 
died Charlestown, 19 Apr. 1697; married, Charlestown, 
22 Jan. 1656/7, Hannah Kettell, dau. of Richardl. 

John? Call, son of John“, born Charlestown ca. 1658; 
died Charlestown, 14 May 1713; married Charlestown, 29 
July 1681, Marthae Lowden, dau.of Richard!l. 


Massachusetts State Archives 
Vol. 36, pe 153. 11 Oct. 1689: Ensign John Call or- 
dered to call Charlestown Company to appoint a suitable 
successor to Capt. Lawrence Hammond, who was dismissed. 
Vol. 35, p.- Su. 14 Oct. 1689: Officers nominated 
for Charlestown Company: 
Captain - John Phillips 
Lieutenant - John Call, sen 
Ensign - Samuel Ketteil 
Vol. 36, p. 134. 20 June 1690: Men named for Majors 
and Captains for Canada Expedition from Middlesex County 
Lt. John Call, from Charlestown 
Vol. 36, p. 190. July 1690: Men appointed for Can- 
ada Expedition 
Capt. John Call 


Middlesex County Probate 

#3886: vol, 9, p. 140: 8 Apr. 1697 - 27 Apr. 1697 
Will of Capt. John Call, Charlestown, baker; wife Han- 
nah, sons John and Thomas, executors; sons John and 
Caleb only other children mentioned. 

#3887: vol. 13, p. 312: 29 Apr. 1713 - 20 July 1713 
Will of John Call, Charlestown, carpenter; wife Martha 
executor; eldest son John only child named. 


Middlesex Registry of Deeds 

There are three deeds given by Hannah Call, John 
Call and Thomas Call as executors of the last will and 
testament of Capt John Call; one, which also refers to 
him as baker, 5 Apr. 1699, to Caleb Call [12:432]; the 
second, to Abraham Hill, 12 Mar. 1699/1700 [12:467]; 
the third, 5 May 1703, to Caleb Call [13:402]. Also a 
deed given 28 May 1717 to Thomas Call, Caleb Call, John 


ra) 


Rand and other heirs of Capt. John Call [18:387]. 
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ENOCHSONS ON DELAWARE 


By George E, McCracken, Ph.D., F.A.S.G. 
Drake University, Des Moines, Iowa 


(Concluded from Vol. 37, p. 110) 


1. Enoche Enockson, eldest son of Garret! Enockson 
by his wife Gertrude, was born in Europe, probably not 
in Sweden, ca. 1670, as he was aged 35 when he testi- 
fied to the will of Lassey Parker in 1705. On 2 July 
1696 he sold property inherited from his father, as 
stated above. In the year 1697-8 he was reported 
(Penn'a Mag. of Hist. and Biog. 2:226]) to be living on 
Crum Creek, a stream which flows through Swarthmore, 
Pa., with a wife named Susanna and two sons, Gabriel 
(born in February [16]95) and Andrew (birth not given). 
At the session of Chester County Court held on 8 4th 
mo. (June) 1697, one Barbara Friend is reported to have 
been suspected of bastardy and murder of the infant, 
and to have drawn a knife in hysteria when about to be 
arrested at the house of Enoch Enockson alias Garrett. 
Gabriel Friend, Lucy Friend and Susanna Enockson are 
now charged with obstruction of justice in this matter, 
and Barbara Friend is called sister to both Gabriel 
Friend and Susanna Enockson—Lucy Friend's relationship 
is not specified. We thus can identify Enoch's wife as 
Susanna Friend. 

At the Historical Society of Pennsylvania is the o- 
riginal bond of Matthias Keen dated 31 Aug. 1711 (not 
30 Aug. as on the wrapper) to Enoch Enocks of Oxford 
Township for £200. This concerns a dispute about over- 
plus land, arbitrators Jacob Taylor, Thomas Fairman, 
and Richard Heath, and, in line with the common prac- 
tice, the signature of Keen was torn off when the bond 
was satisfied. At the Office of Secretary of State in 
[Trenton we have found one deed, the only one of any 
Enockson there recorded: Liber EF, p. 231, dated 22 Aug. 
1735, Enoch Enockson of Ridley, Chester County, Pa., 
yeoman, and wife Susanna, to Gabriel Friend of Green- 
wich Township, said county, consideration £300, 65 a- 
cres in Gloucester County, N.J., on Raccoon Creek, o- 
riginally bought of Joseph Friend and Joseph Parker of 
Chester on 8-9 Dec. 1725; both grantors signing by mark; 
witnesses: John Enockson, Richard Longacre, Mark Moran. 
This is the last record of our man. No probate has been 
found, and he is not mentioned in his mother's will 
dated 5 Oct. 1737. 

Children: 


i. Gabriel}, b. Feb. 1695. 
ii. Andrew, b. ca. 1697-8; m. at Raccoon Creek Church, 25 
Oct. 1727, Catherine Jonas (obviously a Swedish pa- 
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tronymic for "James"), No probate and no further 
trace. Child (p11 found): 
1. Priscilla‘, bapt. Raccoon Creek Church, 29 Mar, 
1739, witnesses: Enok Enokson (probably Jr.), 
Margret Enock. 
iii. John, b. after 1698. 

iv. Enoch, as Enoch Enockson Jr. witnessed a Mattson bap- 
tism at Raccoon Creek on 30 May 1726, and as Enok F- 
nokson the baptism of Priscilla, above. 

v. ? Anna, m. John Nicols or Niclas, witness with Enoch- 
sons at several Raccoon Creek baptisms. 


2. John* Enoch, son of Garret! Enockson by his wife 
Gertrude, was probably the second son. He is reported 
as living at Neshamini in Bucks County, Pa., in the year 
1697-8 ([Penn'a Mag. of Hist. and Biog. 2:226], with a 
wife Brigitta identified as daughter of Olave Jesten- 
burg, and their four children: John (aged 7), Peter 
(aged 6), Brigitta (aged 4), and Anna (aged 1/2). The 
will of Eric Gustanburg, dated 28 May 1719, probated in 
Philadelphia County 9 Feb. 1724/5 [ibid., 12:374], calls 
Britta Enoch his sister. In the 1693 Census of New Swe- 
den [Gen. Mag. of N.J. 13:64] are Eric Gastenburg with 
a household of seven and Nils Gastenburg with five, but 
of this family I know nothing more. A suit for payment 
of debt was brought in 1698 in Chester County (Minutes, 
p. 21) by Robert Browne against John Enockson of the 
County of Bucks, as the heading names the parties. In 
the text, however, "John" is cancelled and "Enoch" sub- 
stituted for it, but the defendant's unnamed brother is 
mentioned. I conclude that John was the defendant but 
that Enoch testified, and the clerk got confused. This 
John was doubtless the John Enoch senior who signed by 
mark the inventory of his son John taken on 7/7 March 
1729/30, but no probate has been found for him. He was 
almost certainly the John Enochs who married at Christ 
Church, Philadelphia, on 15 June 1730, Deborah Evans, 
in which case Brigitta had died between 17/19 and 17/30. 

Children: 


i. John}, b. ca. 1690; d. in 1728 or 1729. 
ii. Peter, b. 1691-2, aged 6 in 1697-8. 

iii. Brigitta, b. 1693-4, aged ) in 1697-8; mav have been 
the granddaughter Bridget Smith named in the will of 
her grandmother dated 5 Oct. 1737, but this is not 
certain. 

Anna, b. 1697-8, aged 1/2 year in 1697-8; no further 
trace. 

? Mary, mentioned in her grandmother's will on 5 Oct. 
1737 as Mary Enochson but paternity not stated. 

? Phoebe, m. at Christ Church, Philadelohia, 10 Oct. 
1734, Joseph Boys; not mentioned in her grandmother's 
will. 
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3. David® Enochson is shown to have been a son of 
Garret! Enockson by his wife Gertrude by the fact that 
he is named in his mother's will dated 5 Oct. 1737. 
From the language of that will it would appear that he 
was probably then a widower, perhaps living in his 
mother's home with her and at least two of her grand- 
daughters not his daughters. His wife was Eleanor 
Steelman, daughter of Charles© Steelman of Sinnaminson, 
Burlington County, N.J., and granddaughter of Hansl 
Mounson surnamed Steelman. The evidence is a deed dat- 
ed 25 May 1730 [Trenton Deeds, DD-206]; Charles Steel- 
man of the County of New Castle upon Delaware River, son 
and heir of Charles Steelman, late of Sinnaminson, Burl- 
ington County, deceased, conveys, with the consent of 
John Bird of New Castle and Margaret his wife and of 
David Enockson and Eleanor his wife, the two women be- 
ing sisters of the grantor, to Philip Wallis of Evesham, 
grantee, for £30, land in Chester Township. With one 
exception all of David's children were baptized at Holy 
[Trinity Church, Wilmington, Delaware, and the list of 
baptisms was transcribed for me by Mr. and Mrs. Court- 
land B. Springer. 

Before passing to them, however, we must stop to con- 
sider the possibility that David Enochson may have been 
the father of the family whom I tentatively assign to 
his nephew Peter (see below, No. 8). The principal ob- 
jections to making David the father of the family in 
question are these: David appears as living in his moth- 
er's will dated 5 Oct. 1737, but almost certainly then 
a widower. Martha Enochs, widow of some unidentified 
Enochs, married, however, John Ewan on 23 Nov. 1737, 
just about seven weeks later. In addition, Martha E- 
nochs had daughters Margaret and Mary. While so did 
David, his daughter Mary was dead by 1735 and Margaret 
appears to have a quite different history from that of 
Martha's daughter. On the other hand, David did marry 
a wife from Burlington County where Martha was living 
at her second marriage, and one of Martha's daughters 
named a son David Roberts. The child had, however, a 
paternal uncle of the same name. I conclude that it is 
impossible that David Enochson had married, second, 
Martha and was the father of her three children. 

Children: 


i. Anders’, bapt. 1 July 1722 aged 6 weeks, witnesses: 
Philip Vandewer, Timotheus Stedham, Johan Garrison's 
widow, Mrs. Anna; probably he was the Rees Enock who 
m, at the same church, 7 May 176), Jane Carter, pos- 
sibly a second marriage for him, 

ii. Annika, b. 30 Oct., bapt. 1 Nov. 1725, witnesses: Phil- 
ip Vandewer, Jacob Diricsson, Kerstin Diricsson, 
Thomas Jones' wife Margareta. 
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Hindric, b. 17 Dec. 1727, bapt. 1 Jan. 1728, witnesses: 
Garrit Garritson, Peter Tossava (i.e. Tussev) with 
his wife Margareta, Sarah Mejer (i.e. Meyer). 

Margareta, b. 29 Julv 1729, bapt. 10 Aug. 1729, witnes- 
ses: Hindric Mansson and wife Judith, John Bird's 
wife Margareta; mentioned in the will of her grand- 
mother on 5 Oct. 17373; probably the Margret Enicks 
who m, at Holy Trinity, 31 Jan. 1751, Nicholas Moore. 

Gertrud, bapt. 9 Nov. 1731 aged 3 weeks, witnesses: 
John Reit, Mrs. Kirstin Hans (i.e. Jacquet) & Mrs. 
Annicka Tossa (i.e. Tussey). As she was then under 
12 years of age, it was probably not she who m. at 
Abington Presbyterian Church, 28 May 173, William 
Maxwell, 

Marv, no baptism found, bur. at Philadelphia 27 April 
1735, according to list of non-Quaker burials kevt by 
Philadelphia Monthly Meeting (W. W. Hinshaw, Encyclo- 
paedia of American Quaker Genealogy 2:359). She can- 
not have been the granddaughter of this name mention- 
ed in her grandmother's will of 5 Oct. 1737. 


4. Henry@ Enochson is shown to have been a son of 
Garretl Enockson by his wife Gertrude through his in- 
clusion in his mother's will of 5 Oct. 1737. When his 
children Hannah and Herman were baptized, the mother's 
name was recorded as Susanna, the only time her name 
appears. Hendereck Enock and wife were received at the 
Bensalem Dutch Church on 22 April 1719 while they were 
living at Sammeny [Neshaminy]; Henry Enoch alone was a 
communicant of that church on 6 June 1724 [Pubs. of the 
Gen. Soc. Pa. 5:24 ff.]. He signed the inventory of 
his nephew John (no. 7) on 7 March 1729/30. He was 
still living on 5 Oct. 1737 when mentioned in his moth- 
er's will. One might have thought that his wife had 
died between 1719 and 1724 were it not for the fact 
that the name Susanna was given to the child born in 
1733. The three daughters shown last in the list of 
children are included here because their marriages took 
place in Presbyterian churches which Henry had previ- 
ously favored. Of the second generation Enochsons, 
Henry lived nearest to Northampton Township, Burlington 
Co., N.J., where Martha Enochs was living when she mar- 
ried John Ewan. As in the case of David, his brother, 
there were only a few weeks between the date of their 
mother's will, in which Henry is recorded as living and 
the date of Martha's second marriage when her Enochson 
husband must have been dead, which makes it very un- 
likely that Henry was her first husband. 

Children: 


Re Hannah, bapt. First Presbyterian Church, Philadelnhia, 
26 May 1717. No further trace. 
9 ii. Herman, bapt. at same place and date as sister Hannah. 
10 iii. Joseph, bapt. Abington Presbyterian Church, 3 June 1722. 
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iv. Susanna, bapt. ibid., 19 Aug. 1733. No further trace. 
v. ? Gertrude, no Baptism found, m. ibid., 28 May 173, 
William Maxwell. That this Gertrude was the daughter 
of David seems improbable on the grounds of her youth 
in 173 (under 12 years). 
vi. ? Rebecca, m. First Presbyterian Church, Philadelphia, 
1 Aug. 1737, John May. 
vii. ? Olive, m. ibid., 21 Dec. 177, John Lawrence. 


S. Gabriel Enockson, eldest son of Enoch© Enockson 
(Garretl) by his wife Susanna Friend, was born in Febru 
ary 1695, probably in Chester County, Pa., and was liv- 
ing there with his parents on Crum Creek in 1697-8. At 
the baptism of his son Gabriel, the child's mother is 
shown as Mary and she was probably the Mary who died 
according to the Raccoon Creek register on 26 Sept. 
1731; if so, probably as the result of childbirth. Ga- 
briel Enockson witnessed a Dahlbo baptism at that church 
on 4 July 1715; witnessed the will of Jacob Homan of 
Greenwich, Gloucester County, 4 Nov. 1732 [New Jersey 
Wills 2:244] and the will of Israel Ward Sr. of the 
same place on 14 Aug. 1734 [ibid. 513], which is the 
last we hear of him unless it was he, and not his son, 
who was the Gabriel dying intestate ca. 1761, adminis- 
tration being granted to James Halton on 23 Jan. 1761 
[ibid. 4:134]. While if it were the son who died then, 
it might be possible for the father to have married 
Martha and have produced three children by 1736 
before a possible death in that year, the two daughters 
of Martha would have then been too young to have mar- 
ried by 1746 and 1748, when they did. I therefore con- 
clude that this Gabriel could not have been the first 
husband of Martha, later wife of John Ewan. 

Child: 


i. Gabriel4, b. 21 Sept. 1731, bapt. at Raccoon Creek Ch., 
25 Sept. 1731, Margaret Fnockson a witness. It may 
have been he and not his father who d. intestate in 
1761, as shown above. 


6. John2 Enockson, third son of Enoch© Enockson 
(Garret!) by his wife Susanna Friend, was not shown 
with his two elder brothers and parents as living on 
Crum Creek in 1697-8, and so must have been born some- 
what later. He married at Raccoon Creek Church, on 27 
June 1729, Margaret von Jman or Vanneman, born e Feb. 
1716, daughter of Samuel and Margaret von Niemann. If 
correctly identified, she was only thirteen at her mar- 
riage. John witnessed a Dahlbo baptism on 2 July 1727, 
a Keen baptism on 14 April 1734, and a Kock baptism on 
17 Nov. 1734. Both John and Margaret witnessed the 
baptism of John Nicols, son of John, the mother perhaps 
Ann Nicols or Niclas, who was born on 4 Aug. 1735. This 
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is the last appearance of this John in the Raccoon 
Creek Register, though Margaret witnessed the baptism 
of Andrew's daughter Priscilla as late as 29 Mar. 1739. 
It has occurred to me that this John may have died at 
about the time that Martha Enochs' husband died; but 
even granting the unlikely assumption that Margaret 
(von Jman) Enockson could have changed her name to Mar- 
tha, this would overlook the fact that Margaret was 
still recorded as an Enockson at Raccoon Creek two years 
after Martha Enochs had married John Ewan in Northamptm 
Township, Burlington County. Moreover, the birth of the 
son David shown beicow followed closely upon the marriage 
of his parents, precluding the possibility of any earli- 
er children, and eny unrecorded daughters would have 
been born too late to be married, as were Margaret and 
Mary, in 1746 and 1.748. I conclude that this John can- 
not have been Martha's first husband. This John may 
have been the man mentioned in 1763 in Joseph Hains' 
accounting in FEvssham, Burlington County [New Jersey 


Davids, b. kh Aug., bapt. Raccoon Creek Church, 10 Aug. 
1729, witnesses: Samuel von Jman, Enoch Enockson, 
Catharina Enockson, Ann Niclas, doubtless the two 
grandfathers and two of the aunts. 


T- John3 Enoch, son of John© Enochson (Garret!) by 


his wife Brigitta Gustanburg, was born ca. 1690 and was 
living as eldest child in the family as it was consti- 
tuted when it resided in 1697-8 at Neshaminy. He mar- 
ried at the First Presbyterian Church, Philadelphia, 6 
Nov. 1718, Elizabeth Van Sandt. John died intestate in 
Philadelphia County ca. 1728, administration being 
granted to Jacob Supplee in that year [Admin. Book C, 

p. 144). Walter Lee Sheppard, Esq., has kindly examin- 
ed the file for me and notes that this is no. 103 of 
1728 estates. The wrapper of the bond is endorsed "Ja- 
cob Supplee and Elizabeth his wife late enoch on estate 
late of John Enoch deceased, 22 March 1728/9." The 
bond is to Jacob Supplee of Upper Marion Township, with 
William Rambury of Philadelphia and Elias Rambo bonds- 
mene. Supplee and Rambo signed by mark but Rambury wrote 
his name. The bond recites that Jacob Supplee and Eliz- 
abeth his wife are heirs and administrators, though she 
does not sign; witnesses: Joshua Ring and Jno Dod. The 
inventory of John Enoch of the township of Kingsess- 
ling], county of Philadelphia, deceased, was taken 7 
March 1729/30 and exhibited to court on 17 March 1729/30 
and was signed by John Enoch senior (by mark IE) and by 
Henry Eroch (signature). it runs as follows: 


Wills, 3:139]. 
Child: 
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Cash 49 
Riding Horse 6 
A gun 1 
Axe & grubbing hoe @) 
Saddle 1 
Money due from bonds 3 


A_cow 2 


2 


The date on the wrapper, which is in harmony with the 
date in the Administration Book, is a year earlier than 
the date of the inventory. It may be that no inventory 
was taken when death occurred but was made when the es- 
tate was about to be settled. Its brevity argues for 
such a conclusion. Now, since Jacob Supplee and wife 
Elizabeth late Enoch are heirs of John Enoch deceased, 
we should suppose that Jacob Supplee had married the 
widow of John Enoch, and I think this is really what 
happened, despite the fact that Jacob Supplee has been 
stated above to have married a woman born Elizabeth E- 
noch. Jacob Supplee married, first, Elizabeth Enoch, 
sister of John Enoch, and after her death and that of 
her brother John, he married, second, Elizabeth Van 
Sandt, widow of John Enoch. Only by assuming this to 
be true can all the evidence be made to harmonize. 
Child: 


i. John4, bapt. First Presbyterian Church, Philadelphia, 
17 Jan. 1719/20; probably d. vita patris, as his 
mother was the heir. If so, he cannot be the John 
Enoch mentioned on 11 Apr. 1763 in the accounting of 
the estate of Joseph Hains of Evesham Township, Bur- 
lington County (N. J. Wills, 3:139), to whom I have 
found no other reference in Burlington County. 


8. Peter3 Enoch, second son of John® Enochson (Gar- 
ret!) by his wife Brigitta Gustanburg, was so shown in 
the family when it lived in 1697-8 at Neshaminy, Bucks 
County. Nothing more has been found concerning him but 
he may well have been the Enochs who married at an un- 
known date between 1720 and 1730 Martha who mar- 
ried second, as a widow, of Northampton Township, Bur- 
lington County, by New Jersey license dated 23 Nov. 
1737, John Ewan of the same township, weaver. The chil- 
dren of Martha have been briefly discussed supra, 35: 
232-234. They were as shown below. The surname of the 
weaver has often been wrongly confused, even by contem- 
poraries, with Evans and Ewing, but this family ave 
its name to the villages of Ewan in Gl ucester County 
and Ewansville in Burlington County, while in the lat- 
ter county, Juliustown commemorates a brother of our 
John, Julius Ewan. The problem of identifying the 
first husband of the widow Martha Enochs has not been 
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solved by the discovery in Burlington County records, 
either at Mount Holly or in the Office of Secretary of 
State or the Clerk of the Superior Court at Trenton, of 
any record pertaining to the first husband. We can be 
sure, however, that this first husband was dead by 23 
Nov. 1737, leaving daughters named Margaret and Mary 
who were old enough to marry, respectively, in 1746 and 
1748, and a son Thomas whose birth tock place on 2 Sth 
mo. 1736. None of the known Enochsons who have thus 
oe been discussed had a wife named Martha, and we have 
shown the reasons for not believing that Da- 
Henry< Gabriel, or John’ can have been Martha's 
husband. Therefore, we are left with the possibility 
that Peter3 Enochson is the only male of the family who, 
so far as the evidence goes, could have been the hus- 
band of Martha. But this argumentum ex silentio is 
weak and perhaps we are wrong in including Martha as 
possibly the wife of Peter? Enochson. None of the three 
children of Martha gave the name Peter to any of their 
children, and all three had at least one son. We must 
now notice a document which might well have identified 
the missing husband. A deed was executed on 4 2nd mo. 
Feb. 1761, recorded the same day [AG-308], by John Ewan 
of Mountholly, shopkeeper, and Martha his wife, convey- 
ing to Joshua Howell, Henry Woodroe, and Francis Rawle, 
all of Philadelphia, merchants, for a consideration of 
65/- proclamation money, six properties. It was to be 


hoped that among them there might have been found one 
or more properties which they had acquired from the es- 
tate of Martha's first husband, Enochs, in which 
case the last named would have been more fully identi- 
fied. Unfortunately, this hope has been denied. The 
six properties were as follows: 


1. The east end of grantors' dwelling house in Mountholly 
bought originally from Josiah Southwick. (The purchase deed 
is of record in K-316 ff., 10 Feb. 1753, recorded 1); July 
1753, consideration 460, Josiah Southwick of Northampton, 
yeoman, grantor, John Ewan of Rridgetown, shopkeeper, lot on 
north side of Mill Street, Bridgetown, which was the current 
name of what is now Mount Holly and not Rridgeton, Cumberland 
County. ) 

The house and lot bought of Josiah White. (Purchase deed 
not found. ) 

- The dwelling house opposite the grist mill bought from the 
executors of Nicholas Toye dec. (Purchase deed not found. ) 
The lot in New Street bought of the same. (Purchase deed 

not found.) 
The lot of meddow bought of the executors of Samuel Gaskill 
dec. (Purchase deed not found. This Samuel Gaskill was 
the wheelwright of that name who was the first husband of 
Margaret Enochs, Martha's elder daughter and stepdaughter 
of John Ewan. ) 
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The lot in Arney's Town bought of Joseph Arney. (Purchase 
deed not found.) 


In addition to these six properties, the deed speci- 
fies that everything in the properties including furni- 
ture, the shop and stock, is also conveyed, in return 
for which John Ewan is to be released from his debt to 
his creditors, the grantees of this deed. On 10 Sept. 
2 George III 1762 Sheriff Thomas Shinn of Burlington 
County sold at least some of these properties to John 
Brainard, Clerk, of Brotherton [U-393]. John Ewan when 
of Bridgetown, Northampton Township, had mortgaged prop- 
erty on 21 July 1753, mortgage recorded 14 Aug. 1753 
(K-440], to Henry Harrison of the City of Philadelphia, 
merchant, for £180. 

The following children may be those of Peter Enoch- 
son—they are certainly children of Martha Enochs who 
may have been his wife: 


‘. Margaretl, m. by Friends rites (1) ca. 2nd mo, 17h6, 
Samuel Gaskill, wheelwright, of Northampton Township, 
who d., leaving one daughter Meribah, between 2h 6th 
mo. 1750 and 15 Jan. 1750/1; (2) ca. 7th mo. 1753, 
John Roberts, of Richland Monthly Meeting, b. 22 llth 
mo. 1719, d. 8 8th mo. 1776, son of Edward and Marv 
(Bolton) Roberts. The Roberts children were named 
Hannah, Uriah, Enoch, David, Samuel, Uriah, Martha, 
Margaret, and Abel. 

ii. Mary, m. (1) by N.J. lic. dated 16 Nov. 178, Samel 
Gaskill, carpenter, formerly of Smithfield Monthly 
Meeting, Rhode Island, who d. at Richland before 1761; 
(2) at Richland Monthly Meeting, 2 llth mo. 1761, 
John Morgan. It is not possible to give a full list 
of her children but Kennett Monthly Meeting minutes 
show that she had children named Enoch, Gaskill, Jo- 
seph, Mary, Martha, John, and Deborah. It may be 
that the first was really Enoch Gaskill, but the dis- 
tribution of the children between the two husbands 
is not clear. 

iii. Thomas, b. 2 5th mo. 1736, it is said in Old Spring- 
field, Burlington County, d. at Pilesgrove, Salem 
County, 2 Oct. 1809, aged 72/6/22; m. by N.J. lic. 
dated 16 Oct. 1759, Mary Haines of Burlington County. 
His children were named Martha, Anne, Abigail, Miri- 
am, Mary, Hope, Thomas, Hope, Hannah, and Elizabeth. 


9. Herman Enoch, son of Henry@ Enochson (Garret+) 
by his wife Susanna, was baptized with his sister Han- 
nah, perhaps his twin, at the First Presbyterian Church, 
Philadelphia, 26 May 1717. He married by New Jersey 
license dated 12 Nov. 1741, Mary Dillon; in the marriage 
bonds as printed in vol. 22, New Jersey Archives, first 
series, his name appears correctly on p. 117, incorrect- 
ly as Hannan on p. 127. He died intestate in Philadel- 
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phia County, leaving a will dated 15 March 1768, pro- 
bated 10 May 1769 [0-271, p. 369]. He mentions wife 
Mary who, with Joseph Baker and Hermon Enochs (rela- 
tionship not stated) is named executrix. The will does 
not clearly show any issue but names as heirs: children 
of John Morfitt (Herman, Eleanor, Mary); daughters of 
Jno Evans (Mary, Thomasine, Susannah); and also Joseph, 
commonly called Joseph Enoch. The Morfitt and Evans 
children may have been grandchildren of the testator 

by daughters deceased. The Joseph named would presum- 
ably be a nephew, son of the testator's deceased broth- 
er, and the expression "commonly called Joseph Enoch" 
could be in reference to the fact that the youth's 
mother had remarried and was then named Newkirk (see 
no. 10, below). However, this unusual expression might 
also be employed if the Joseph designated were a child 
born out of wedlock to a daughter of the testator. 


10. Joseph’ Enoch, son of Henry Enochson (Garret!) 
by his wife presumably Susanna, was baptized at Abing- 
ton Presbyterian Church on 3 June 1722, and died before 
29 Aug. 1758. He married at Abington on 16 April 1747, 
Jemima Wynkoop, who, as Jacamintie Enoch, married, sec- 
ond, also at Abington, on 29 Aug. 1758, Abram Newkirk. 
No probate has been found. 

Children (an incomplete and somewhat hypothetical 
listing): 


a. F Herman, executor of his uncle Herman in 1769. No 

further trace. It will be noted that if son of the 
1747 marriage of Joseph (no. 10), he could hardly 
have been over 21 when Herman (no. 9) made his will. 

iii. ? Joseoh, named as heir in the will of Herman above, 
q.V. 

iii. ? Child, name and sex not given, bapt. at Abington, 
April 175). 


WHO WANTS WHAT AND WHERE 


OCKE-GILPATRICK. Josiah+ Locke (Nathaniel’, Nathar- 
iel<, John!) m. at Falmouth, Maine, 1779-80, Elizabeth 
Gilpatrick or Kilpatrick. Her ancestry desired; was 
she daughter of Floyd Kilpatrick who d. at their home? 

HUNT. Wanted, wife of Zebedee Hunt, b. Amesbury, 
Mass., 8 Aug. 1727, d. Rye, N.H., 1764, son of Ephraim 
and Ann (Weed) Hunt. Two children known: Samuel, b. 
1761, and Elizabeth, b. 1763, d. 1849, m. 1785 Joshua 
Foss. 

—Mrs. R. F. Lake, Box 391, Glen Ellyn, Illinois 


COULSON BIBLE RECORDS 
PENNSYLVANIA AND OHIO 


Contributed bv Kenneth R. Brown, Los Angeles, California 


The following records are from a Bible in the Occi- 
dental College Library, Los Angeles, California, which 
bears the imprint Cincinnati: N.G. Guilford and Morgan 
and Sanxay, 1830. The records are written in brown ink, 
apparently in two handwritings, between the Old and New 
Testaments. 


Marriages: 


Samuel, son of Thomas and Martha Coulson married 8 
Mo 3d 1751 to Tamar, daughter of John and Esther Allen 

Their son Jehu was married 2d Mo 4th 1789 to Jane 
Harvey, widow, daughter of David and Catherine Fream 


Births 

Jehu Coulson was born the 24th of 9th Month 1761 
Jane Coulson was born the lst day of 12th Mo 1759 
Uriah Coulson their son was born 19th of 2d Mo 1790 
Jehu Coulson was born the 20th day of the Mo 1792 
David Coulson was born the 7th day of 10th Mo 1794 
Jabez Coulson was born the 17th day of lst Mo 1797 
Rachel Coulson was born the 2d day of 7th Mo 1800 
Jesse Coulson was born the 4th day of 2d Mo 1803 


Samuel Coulson, son of Thomas and Martha Coulson was 
born the 16th day of the 8th Mo A.D. 1729 and Tamar 
Coulson his wife was born the Oth day of the lst Mo A, 
D. 1733— 

Their daughter Esther was born 8th Mo 23d 1752 

Their son Samuel was born 9th Mo 16th 1753 

Their son Uraih was born 8th Mo 27th 1756 

Their son Levi was born 4th Mo 12th 1758 

Their son John was born l2th Mo 7th 1759 

Their son Jehu was born 9th Mo 2yuth 1761 

Their daughter Tamar was born 3d Mo 2lst 1763 

Their daughter Sarah was born 8th Mo 16th 1764 

Their daughter Mary was born 12th Mo lst 1766 

Their daughter Martha was born 7th Mo 23d 1768 

Their son Thomas was born 6th Mo 20th 1770 

Their son Levi was born 5th Mo 15th 1772 

Their son Jabez was born 10th Mo lst 1774 


Jabez Coulson was born the 1/7th of lst mo 1797 
Sarah his wife was born the 23rd of 6th mo 1783 
Rachel their daughter was born the 26th of 10th mo 
1819 
Joseph their son was born the 4th of llth mo 1822 
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Benjamin their Son was born the 22nd of lst mo 1825 
Pim their son was born the 8th of 6 mo 1827 
Deaths: 

Jesse Coulson deceased the 10th day of 8th Mo 1830, 
aged 27 years 6 Mos & 6 days. 

Uriah Coulson deceased the 2nd day of 8th Mo 1840 
aged 50 years 6 Mos & 13 days. 

Rachel Young deceased the 29th day of 10th mo 1848, 
aged 48 years 3 mos & 27 days. 


Deaths and ages of Samuel and Tamar Coulson and their 
children [The following records are written in blue ink 
and in a much later hand than the two previous hand- 
writings} 

Their son John died the 2nd of 12th mo 1765 aged 5 y 

1l mo 25 d 
& Mary the --- of 9th mo 1767 aged --- 
Levi the --- of 9th mo 1767 aged --- 
Levi 2nd the --- 9th mo 1774 aged ---* 
Samuel Sr. the 10th of 8th mo 1776 aged 46 years 
mo 24 days 

Uriah in 1785 time known not aged 29 yearst 

Samuel Jr the 15th of 12 mo 1809 aged 56 years 2 
29 days 

Tamar Sen! the 27th of 5 mo 1818 aged 85 years 4 
21 days 

Esther the llth of 8 mo 1830 aged 77 years 11 mo 

days 

Tamar Jun’ the 2nd of 3 mo 1839 aged 75 years 11 

11 days 

Sarah 4th of lst month 1815 aged 50 years 4 mo 28 

days 

Thomas the 7th of 2nd mo 1843 aged 72 years 7 mo 17 

days 
(The following two deaths are written in brown ink and 
a different hand] 

Jehu the 23rd of 7th mo 1846 aged 84 years 9 mo & 29 

days 

Jane Coulson the 16th of 9th mo 1849 aged 89 years 9 

months and 15 days 


*These blank spaces appear thus in the Bible. 

On a blank page in the front of the Bible the deaths 
of Samuel Sr, Uriah, Samuel Jr. and Tamar Sr. are writ- 
ten in brown ink and in a different hand than here. The 
death dates only are given, and for Uriah the date is 
"22 of uth Mo 1785." 

A memorial in the Bible, printed probably after the 
death of Jabez Coulson in 1886, gives the information 
that Jabez, son of Jehu and Jane Coulson, was born in 
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Brownsville, Fayette County, Pa., 17 Jan. 1797; moved 
in the spring of 1811 with his parents to Columbiana 
County, Ohio, where he died 14 Feb. 1886 aged 87 years 
and 27 days. He was a member of the Society of Friends 
all his life. He married first, Sarah Pim, a widow 
with six children, who was 13 years his senior, by whom 
he had four children, Rachel, Joseph, Benjamin and Pim. 
Of these, Pim died when about two years old. He raised 
the other children and a nephew, Jesse Coulson, and 
kept his parents the last ten years of their lives. His 
first wife died 31 July 1850, aged 65, and he married, 
1 Jan. 1852, Abigail Regester, more than 13 years his 
junior, by whom he had one child, John. 


A POSSIBLE PRESCOTT DESCENT FROM ALFRED THE GREAT 
By John G. Hunt, R,S.C., Arlington, Virginia 


In his Ancestral Roots of Sixty New England Colonists 
Dr. F. L. Weis, under Line 170, sought to show that John 
Prescott, early settler of Lancaster, Mass., descended 
via Alice Standish from Alfred the Great. Unfortunately 
no evidence was presented by Dr. Weis showing that Alice 
Standish had any issue by James Prescott, the husband 
assigned to her, or even that the said James had any 
children. A review in this quarterly [supra, 37:117-19] 
discusses some of the weaknesses of Dr. Weis's attempts 
to prove his thesis in a more recent publication. The 
numerous descendants of John Prescott, the blacksmith, 
of Lancaster, Mass., will include some who will be in- 
terested in the following: 

Robert Prescote was living about 1350 in Lancashire; 
he married by 1316 Isabel Nevill, daughter of Sir Edmund 
de Nevill by his wife Isolda de Flamboro of Liversedge, 
Yorks. Robert and Isabel Prescote had at least two sons, 
Edmund and Thomas, and probably a third son, John. The 
aforesaid Edmund de Prescote had a son James Prescote 
whose descent from Edmund de Nevile is proved when in 
1445 he claimed a messuage in Coppul, Lancs. He was 
seemingly either a lineal or collateral ancestor of 
Richard Prescott who died in 1631 holding land in Cop- 
pul. The last-named Prescott thus seems to have des- 
cended from the above Edmund de Nevill, whose ancestry 
will be discussed below. 

This Richard Prescott of Coppul died testate, his 
will being in print in abstract form [pp. 79-80, Dr. 
Weis's The Parentage of John Prescott of Lancaster, 
Mass., 1o0u5 (1959)]. Richard seems to have been son 
William Prescott of Coppul [see p. 73, op. cit.). 
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br. Weis asserted that this William Prescott of Cop- 
pul was son of James Prescott and Alice his wife, said 
James being son of William, son of Richard, son of 
Thomas, son of Robert de Prescote who in 1350 with 
Thomas his son held lands in Shevington of Robert de 
Nevill of Hornby Castle [see p. 46 of Dr. Weis's work 
last cited]. While we have seen no evidence that James 
Prescott aforesaid and Alice his wife had any children, 
it does seem highly probable that very many of the Pres- 
cott families, numerous in Standish and surrounding par- 
ishes in the 16th and 17th centuries, did descend from 
the aforesaid Robert Prescote (living 1350). Two of 
his sons, and perhaps a third, were his children by 
Isabel de Nevill. 

This lady descended from Alfred the Great via her 
grandfather, Geoffrey de Nevill of Hornby Castle, whose 
ancestry is set forth in brief in Line 247, Supplement, 
Ancestral Roots of Sixty New England Colonists, by Dr. 
Weiss. See also pp. 104, 105, vol. 46, publications of 
Record Society for Publication of Original Documents 
Relating to the History of Lancashire and Cheshire 
(1902), entitled Lancashire Fines, Part II, 1308-1377; 
idem, vol. 88, p. 232, no. 1328; and Victoria County 
History of Lancashire, VI:224, n., and 215, n. 


A CHAYTOR FAMILY OF COUNTIES DURHAM AND WICKLOW 
ANCESTRAL TO PENROSE 


By George E. McCracken, Ph.D., F.A.S.G. 
Drake University, Des Moines, Iowa 


The following account is based on a report made in 
1952 by Mrs. Olive C. Goodbody of Warriston, Glenageary, 
co. Dublin, who searched the Wicklow Friends Records now 
in the Strong Room of the Eustace Street Meeting in Dub- 
lin. This family is ancestral to the Robert Penrose 
family discussed by me, supra, 29:242-245; 35:234-2 36. 
No success has been had in finding a connection with 
the gentle Chaytor family of Croft, co. York, and Pro- 
fessor John Insley Coddington kindly examined the tran- 
scripts of English Quaker records made by the late Gil- 
bert Cope, now in the Genealogical Society of Pennsyl- 
vania, without finding this family. 

Michael Chaytor of Whitworth, co. Durham, had a wife 
named Ellen, but of them no more is known and it is pos- 
sible that they never became Friends. 

Children (all known): 


i. Christopher, removed to Ireland ca. 1670, and m. there, 
YVargaret Jolley, of whose ancestry nothing is known. 
Children: 
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Thomas, b. 1673; m, Mary Leybourne. 
Christopher, b. 1675, d. 17053 m. 1699 Sarah Judd 
and lived at Kilmackra, : 
Mary, b. 1677; m. 29 3rd mo, 1695, Robert’! Penrose 
(Robert Robert?, Thomash, John}, Nicholas, 
Meee by his wife Anna Russell, daughter of 
John Russell of Kilmackart in Carlow. They came 
to America in 1717 and are ancestors of a nunm- 
erous posterity. All accounts of them, except 
my own cited above, wrongly call the name Clay- 
ton instead of Chaytor. oe 
Joseph, b. 1680. 
John, b. 1682; m. Rachel Sheppard. 
Abigail, b. 1685. 
Nicholas, b. 1691. 
Renjamin, b. 169k. 
ai. Nicholas, m. at Ballykean near Redcross, co. Wicklow, Ire- 
land, 1687, Anne Penrose, a sister of Robert Penrose who 
m. Nicholas's niece Mary Chaytor. 


ANCESTRAL NOTES FROM CHEDWATO 


This bi-monthly, editec and published by Charles D. 
and Edna W. Townsend (P.O. Box 746, Burlington, Vt.), 
put out its first issue in January 1954 (noticed supra 
30:185) and will thus complete its eighth volume this 
current year, 1961. Among its merits are low price and 


frequency of issue. The price, $2.00 a year, covers 

144 pages bound into the bi-monthly numbers (24 in each) 
as well as separate laid-in sheets of queries. The vol- 
ume index may be purchased for $1.35 additional if sub- 
scribers want the index. 

It is a good medium for genealogical notes and items 
as well as for queries, and accords notice to various 
genealogical publications sent in for review. 

In our July issue (supra, p. 179) I referred to the 
large number of genealogical magazines and bulletins 
which have recently come into existence. Obviously, 
some of them are destined for a short life. Those with 
society support can endure so long as the society re- 
mains active and has enthusiastic members to handle the 
editing. Those put out at private risk will have to 
win enough subscribers to carry the costs. In recent 
correspondence with Mrs. Townsend of Chedwato, she men- 
tions that there are six or seven groups in Texas put- 
ting out genealogical magazines or bulletins. Texas is 
a great state; but there are fifty states. Would not 
co-ordination of effort permit the publication of one 
first-rate genealogical quarterly, worthy of the stat 
and commanding a large subscription list? 
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ANDERSON-HERBERT-WYNNE: A CORRECTION; AND A FURTHER 
WYNNE DESCENT THROUGH THE WYATT AND TWITTY FAMILIES 


By Cameron Allen, of East Orange, N.J. 


The several accounts of the Wynne and Herbert fami- 
lies which have been published consistently state that 
Frances, the daughter (or sister) of John Anderson of 
Prince George County, Virginia, married (first) John 
Herbert and, sometime after his death in 1704, married 
a second time Peter Wynne, son of Major Joshua and Mary 
(Jones) Wynne. No children are listed for Peter Wynne, 
from which a careless reader might conclude that he had 
none. The printed accounts referred to are: William and 
Mary College Quarterly, 1:8:147-8 (1900); "Herbert Fam- 
ily," Virginia Magazine, 18:190 (1910); "Wynne Family," 
Tyler's Magazine, 12:173-6 (1931); John Bennett Boddie, 
Virginia Historical Genealogies, Redwood, Calif., 195u, 
pp. 180-3 ("Wynne"); and Annie Lash Jester and Martha 
tr Hiden, ed., Adventurers of Purse and Person, 

1607-1625, 1956 ("Wood"). 

“Re study of the extant source material demonstrates: 

(1) that Mrs. Frances (Anderson) Herbert did not mar- 
ry Peter Wynne: 

(2) that she presumably did marry his father Major 
Joshua Wynne; 

(3) that the Mrs. Mary Randolph mentioned in the will 
of Mrs. Margaret (Wood)(Jones) Cocke is not re- 
ferred to therein as daughter to the testatrix 
end does not seem to have been kin to her; and 

(4 hat Peter Wynne appears to have left at least 
two children, Peter Wynne and Mary (Wynne) (Wy- 
att) Twitty. 

The first writer to make the statement that the widow 
Frances (Anderson) Herbert married secondly Peter Wynne 
seems to have reached such a conclusion from a perusal 
of this series of facts: John Herbert died 17 Mar. 1704 
(i.e., 1704/5); in 1716 Mrs. Frances Wynne was executrix 
of Herbert's will; Peter Wynne's wife was named Frances; 
Mrs. Frances Wynne made her will in 1725, listing her 
Herbert children. Each "fact" in this series is just 
that: a fact; and yet the conclusion reached therefrom, 
that Mrs. Herbert married Peter Wynne, is grievously 
mistaken. 

Capt. Peter Wynne appears to have died sometime be- 
tween 15 Dec. 1731 when he petitioned for 1,000 acres on 
the north side of Butterwood in Prince George [Executive 
Journals of the Council of Colonial Virginia, 4: 3258), 10 
Jan. 1/35 when he patented 150 acres on the north side 
of Butterwood Swamp [Virginia Patent Book 16:424), and 
8 Mar. 1736 (1736/7), probably nearer the latter date, 
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for on 9 Aug. 1738 "In the suit by Scire Facias brought 
by Lewis Green, Thomas Poythress and Peter Wynne Execrs. 
of the last Will and Testament of Peter Wynne deced. a- 
gainst Robert Mumford the plaintiffs set forth that at a 
Court held for this County 8 March 1736 in an action of 
trespass upon the case by them brought against John Free- 
man the said Robert Mumford personally appeared in Court 
and became Special Bail for the said Freeman" [Prince 
George Co., Va., Minute Book, 1737-1740, p. 163]. Peter 
Wynne's executors seem to have done some feet dragging 
in the settlement of his estate, for not until 13 Feb. 
1738/9 did they return an inventory and appraisement of 
his estate [ibid., p. 234]. 

Yet, though Peter Wynne lived until about 1736 or 
1737, the names of Frances (Anderson)(Herbert) Wynne and 
Peter Wynne are never linked in public records. In May 
1713 “Frances Wynn, Exec%. of the last Will and Testa- 
ment of John Herbert Decd." brought suit against "Wil- 
liam Randolph Adm™ of the goods not allready administer- 
ed of Eusebius King" [Henrico Co., Va., Order Book, 
1710-1714, p. 232]. On 16 Dec. 1714 "Mrs ffrances Wynne" 
patented a 150 acre tract in Prince George which had es- 
cheated from John ffountain dec? [Virginia Patent Book 
10, pe 199]. On 13 May 1717 "Francis Wynne of the Par- 
rish of Bristoll in the County of Prince George" leased 
a "142 acre tract in the Parish of Westopher to William 
Staindback of the Parrish of Westopher" and thereunto 
set her hand [Prince George Co., Va., Deeds, Wills, &c., 
1714-1728, p. 159]. Boddie credits this deed to Francis, 
the son of Major Joshua Wynne and brother of Peter, hav- 
ing apparently failed to note the her. On 25 June 1725 
"Mrs. Fran. Wynn haveing a Moll. boy by name Ned son of 
Eliz. Stuard born in ye house of Mrs. Wynns prays y® sd. 
Moll. be bound to her & her heirs as y® law directs in 
such cases" [Churchill Gibson Chamberlayne, ed., The 
Vestry Book and Register of Bristol Parish, Va., 1/20- 

All these references give the distinct impression 
that they are concerned with a femme sole. The patent 
of 1714 was to Frances alone. Peter did not participate 
in the lease to Stainback. Frances petitioned the ves- 
try by herself. Stranger yet, Peter did not lift a fin- 
ger to help her in the execution of Herbert's will. Then 
when Frances Wynne on 16 Oct. 1725 made her will, though 
she carefully named her children, she carefully avoided 
mentioning Peter Wynne. This is singular if he was her 
husband, nor is he mentioned anywhere in the probate of 
her will, 14 Mar. 1726 (1726/27) [Prince George Co., Va., 
Deeds, 1713-1728, pp. 973-4). Just one year later, on 
11/12 Mar. 1727, Peter Wynne and Frances his wife deeded 
342 acres to Joshua Woodleif by lease and release (ibid., 
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pp. 1080-1083]. Clearly if Mrs. Frances (Anderson) Her- 
bert married Peter Wynne and died prior to 14 March 
1726/7, it is necessary to conclude that he not only 
completely sidestepped any involvement in the settlement 
of her estate, but also very quickly replaced her with 

a second wife, also named Frances, within about one year 
of her decease. 

Further, if Mrs. Frances (Anderson) Herbert did marry 
Joshua Wynne's son Peter, she must needs have been sub- 
Stantially his elder. Her first husband, John Herbert, 
died 17 March 1704 (1704/5) "in the 46th year of his 
age" and thus was born ca. 1658/9. Yet Peter Wynne's 
father Major Joshua Wynne was not born until ca.1662/3, 
for on Octobr 1: A° 10.89 he deposed "aged about 27 yrs." 
[Henrico Co., Va., Deeds, Wills, &c., 1688-1697, p. 91] 
and on 1 Oct. 1694 he deposed aged 31 years [ibid., pp. 
519, 522]. While Peter seems to have been Joshua's old- 
est child, he cannot have been born any earlier than 
1680, and probably he was born nearer 1690. Mrs. Her- 
bert was the mother of several surviving children born 
prior to their father's decease in 1704/5. Both her 
sons Buller Herbert and Richard Herbert were procreating 
children in the 1720's, and both were mature enough to 
be serving on the vestry of Bristol Parish during this 
decade [see Vestry Book and Register of Bristol Parish, 
above, passim]. Buller Herbert and Peter Wynne had col- 
lected rewards for wolves' heads they submitted to the 
county court on 13 Dec. 1715 (Virginia Magazine, 20:07). 
While Frances (Anderson) Herbert could certainly have 
been substantially younger than John Herbert, when one 
considers (1) Peter Wynne's age, (2) the fact that he 
was never linked with her in any document, and (3) the 
fact that he had a wife Frances living just one year 
after Mrs. Frances Wynne's decease, one is warranted in 
concluding that Mrs. Herbert did not marry Peter Wynne. 

In point of fact, chronology would seem to put her 
one full generation ahead of Peter and make it more ap- 
propriate for her to have married a man of his father's 
generation. Yet when one looks for them, one is con- 
fronted with the fact that there were only three male 
Wynnes of this family of Charles City-Prince George of 
this generation. One of them, Robert, died young and 
rather assuredly without issue. The next, Thomas, had 
a wife Agnes mentioned in his will. This leaves only 
Joshua suited to marry Mrs. Herbert, barring the possi- 
bility that she married a Winn from some other county, 
such as Hanover, but all of the records concerning Mrs. 
Frances Wynne place her in the very neighborhood where 
Joshua's children lived. Consequently, it is fair to 
assume that she was of this family. 

Yet in examining Joshua's marital status, as late as 
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27/28 June 1707 we know that he had a wife Mary, for on 
those dates "Joshua Wynn of the County of Prince George 
Gentleman and Mary his wife" conveyed by deeds of lease 
and release 150 acres on Nottoway River to Benjamin Har- 
rison of the County of Charles City Esq’. [Surry Co., 
Va., Deeds, 1694-1709, pp. 371-2]. We know not her 
death date nor its relation (whether before or after) to 
the date of the murder of her husband Joshua by the In- 
dians of the Five Nations which occurred about 1712 or 
1713 (Virginia Magazine, 29:417]. 

We may attempt to pinpoint more accurately the date 
of Joshua's death. On 27 April 1711 Joshua Wynne had 
been appointed sheriff of Prince George County for the 
ensuing year by the governor [Executive Journals of the 
Council of Colonial Virginia, 3:2/2). The last refer- 
ence to Joshua among the quick was made by William Byrd 
under date of 28 Aug. 1711, on which date Wynne dropped 
in on Byrd with some news [Louis B. Wright and Marion 
Tinling, eds., The Secret Diary of William Byrd of West- 
over, 1709-1712. Richmond, Dietz, 1941]. The contempo- 
rary item which comes closest to establishing his death 
date is an entry in The Minutes of the Provincial Coun- 
cil of Pennsylvania (1713-1735), Philadelphia, 1952, 3: 
21-22. “At a Council held at Conestogoe, y® 19th July, 
1717," Capt. Christopher Smith of Virginia appeared to 
interrogate the Shawnee Indians, who were one of several 
tribes represented at the Council, concerning several 
Indian outrages over a period of years: "Being further 
askt whether any of their Indians knew any thing of 
Killing Major Joshua Wynne in Virginia, about five years 
agoe, They said they did not know any thing of it." If 
the five year estimate is correct, Wynne was murdered 
in 1712. Boddie seems a bit overgenerous in endowing 
Wynne with length of years when he states the Major died 
in 1715, from the fact that an estate accounting was 
filed in that year by his son Peter [Boddie, op. cit., 
p.- 181]. Joshua Wynne died testate, that we know, but 
his will is not recorded in the Prince George deeds and 
wills which cover the period 1713-1728, so it must have 
been probated in Prince George prior to the inception 
of this record book sometime in 1713. The 1715 estate 
record seems to have been a routine subsidiary account- 
ing. 

Since there were no other Prince George Wynnes the 
Widow Herbert can have married other than Joshua, it 
seems not unlikely that Mary (Jones) Wynne predeceased 
her husband Joshua sometime between 1707 and 1712, 
leaving him free to marry Mrs. Frances Herbert. This 
suggested solution of the identity of Mrs. Frances 
Wynne flies in the face of at least two other accounts 
which assume that Mary (Jones) Wynne survived her hus- 
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band Joshua, drawing on the fact that Mary (Jones) 
Wynne's mother, Mrs. Margaret (Wood)(Jones) Cocke left 
a bequest to Mrs. Mary Randolph. Mrs. Augusta B. Foth- 
ergill sets forth this will in its entirety in her Pe- 
ter Jones and Richard Jones Genealogies (Richmond 1924), 
pp. le-l14. The wording as therein given is: "I give 
and bequeath unto Mrs. Mary Randolph and her heirs for- 
ever one Mulatto boy named Billy." Surely this is a 
very stiff way to refer to a daughter; incidentally, 
Mrs. Fothergill never suggested that the bequest had 
reference to a daughter. Mr. John Bennett Boddie in 
his Virginia Historical Genealogies (1954), pp. 180-1, 
gives an abstract of this same will and most regretta- 
bly introduces the word "daughter" where it does not 
exist so that the will is made to read "unto daughter 
Mrs. Mary Randolph." Then Mrs. Jester and Mrs. Hiden 
in Adventurers of Purse and Person (1956) take Boddie's 
abstract at face value and supply the information that 
Mary Jones Wynne married (2nd) William Randolph. 

It seems never to have occurred to any of the Ran- 
dolph genealogists that William Randolph had any other 
wife than Mary (Isham), and this writer cannot see any 
reason for supposing that he did have a second wife. 
[See Wassell Randolph, William Randolph I of Turkey Is- 
land (Henrico County), Virginia, and His Immediate Des- 
cendants (Memphis, Cossitt Library, 1949); Robert Isham 
Randolph, The Randolphs of Virginia: A Compilation of 
the Descendants of William Randolph of Turkey Island 
and his wife Mary Isham of Bermuda Hundred (Chicago, 
1941); Jefferson Randolph Anderson, “Tuckahoe and the 
Tuckahoe Randolphs," Virginia Magazine, 45:55-86 (pub. 
1937).] Mary (Isham) Randolph is uniformly stated to 
have survived her husband and to have died 29 Dec. 1735. 
The Randolph genealogists, it should be noted, have not 
been unaware of the Randolph references in Mrs. Cocke's 
will (Wassell Randolph, op. cit., pp. 37, 40-42]. Mrs. 
Cocke also remembered by her will her "God Son William 
the son of William Randolph" with a mulatto boy, yet no 
one has suggested that he was not the son of Mary (Ish- 
am) Randolph, and his tombstone is quite specific on 
this matter. Mrs. Cocke and Mrs. Randolph appear only 
to have been long-time and intimate friends. The be- 
quest to Mrs. Randolph seems modest enough that descent 
need not be implied thereby. It seems likely that the 
reason Mrs. Cocke listed her Wynne grandchildren so 
carefully is that their mother was dead and was conse- 
quently not remembered in the will. If this is true, 
then we can certainly assume that Mary (Jones) Wynne 
had died prior to 12 Aug. 1718, when Mrs. Cocke made 
her will. 

Peter Wynne, born say 1685, apparently married about 
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1705-1708 Frances . The sole reference to Frances 
as wife to Peter occurs on 11/12 March 1727 (1727/28) 
when she joined her husband in deeds of lease and re- 
lease to Joshua Woodleif [Prince George Co., Va., Deeds, 
1713-1728, pp. 1080-83]. But Peter's daughter Mary 
named her second Wyatt daughter Frances, presumably to 
honor her mother, although admittedly it is not impos- 
sible that she might have chosen to honor a stepmother 
in this fashion. The only clue as to the identity of 
Peter's wife thus far turned up lies in the following 
deed: On 13 Feb. 1727 (1727/28) "Henry Wyatt of the 
County of Prince George and Mary his wife for £18 [sold] 
to the Honrble John Carter of the County of Charles 
City Esq™....one certain negro girl slave named Bibbe: 
Anna, which said negro girl was late the proper slave 
of Edward Hill of the County of Charles City Esq’, 
deced. and by him in and by his last Will and Testament 
Devised to the said Mary" (Signatures of Hen. Wyatt and 
Mary Wyatt [Prince George Co., Va., Deeds, 1713-1728, 
p. 1076). This deed may or may not imply some connec- 
tion between Mary's mother and the prominent Hill fam- 
ily of Shirley. Possibly Edward Hill was only remember- 
ing a god-daughter. 

Peter Wynne is first mentioned in extant public rec- 
ords on 29 March 1712 when a survey of a tract of 355 
acres on the south side of Butterwood Swamp was made 
for "M™ Peter Wynne" [ibid., p. 750]. On 31 Oct. 171¢ 
a patent was issued to "Peter Wynne Gent." for this 
tract [Virginia Patent Bk., 10:309]. On 8 Nov. 1715 
"Peter Wynne Admr. of the Estate of Major Joshua Wynne 
Deced: exhibited into Court the above a/c of sd. dece- 
dents estate." Among the persons mentioned in the ac- 
count are Will Kennon, Capt. W™. Randolph, and Coll®. 
Edw?, Hill [Prince George Co., Deeds, 1713-1728, p.81]). 
On 11th Jan’TY. 1720/1 a survey of 342 acres was made 
for Capt. Peter Wynne [ibid., p. 757]. Patent for this 
342 acres was issued on 20 ffebruary 1723 [Virginia 
Patent Bk. 11:336]. On 29th Janry 1723/4 another sur- 
vey of 50 acres on the north side of Butterwocd swamp 
was made for Capt. Peter Wynne |Prince George Co., 
Deeds, 1713-1728, p. 764). The vestry of Bristol Par- 
ish on 21 Oct. 1731 "Order'd that Two Melettos be bound 
to Capt. Peter Wynn as the Law directs" [Vestry Book, 
op. cit.J]. On 15 Dec. 1731 Peter Wynn successfully pe- 
titioned the Council of Virginia "For 1,000 Acres on 
the N°. side of Butterwood called the Old Fields," this 
tract ultimately assigned to Henry Wyatt [Executive 
Journals of the Council of Colonial Virginia, 4:258). 
The patent for 150 acres on the north side of Butter- 
wood Swamp issued on 10 Jan. 1735 to "Peter Wynne Gent." 
presumably refers to the Peter under consideration and 
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not to his probable son Peter, and is probably the 
tract surveyed back in 1723/4 and alluded to in the 
1731 petition to the Council [Virginia Patent Bk. 16: 
424). 

Capt. Peter Wynne was dead by 8 March 1736 (i.e. 
1736/7) when "Lewis Green, Thomas Poythress and Peter 
Wynne Execs. of the last Will and Testament of Peter 
Wynne deced." brought suit against John Freeman [Prince 
George County, Va., Minute Book, 1737-1740, p. 163]. On 
9 May 1738 "the Order that Peter Wynne, Thomas Poythress 
and Lewis Green Execs. of the last Will and Testament 
of Peter Wynne deced: return an Inventory of the said 
decedents Estate is continued til the next Court" [ibid., 
p. 120]. Not until 13 Feb. 1738/9 did these executors 
return an inventory and appraisement of the estate 
[ibid., p. 234]. "William Stark and Francis Epes Gent. 
are appointed to audit and settle the Account of the 
Estate of Peter Wynne deced: and ordered to make re- 
port of their proceedings" [ibid., p. 235]. 

Issue of Capt. Peter Wynne, probably by Frances 

, this listing presumably quite fragmentary: 


Peter Wynne, one of the executors of the father's will. 
Records exist of several suits involving this Peter 
Wynne, e.g., in Sept. 1738, "In the Action of Trespass 
brought by Robert Moody against Peter Wynne for 420 
damage, by means of the Defendants beating, wounding & 
evilly treating the Plaintif at the Parish of Rristol 
in this County on the 10th day of May 1737 and other 
harms to the said Plaintiff with force & arms &c. ... 
Defendant pleaded not guilty." The jury impannelled 
found him guilty and awarded Moody 15 shillings despite 
the testimony of Hannah Poythress and Martha Poythress 
in his behalf (ibid., pp. 167, 170). 

ii. Mary Wynne, b. say 1708-9, m. (1) about 1725 to Henry 
Wyatt of Hanover County; m. (2) about 173k to Thomas 
Twitty, originally of New Kent and Hanover Counties, 


(To be concluded ) 


ESTIMATIONS OF THE PERCENTAGE 
OF GENETICALLY FALSE PEDIGREES 


Thomas H, Roderick, Ph.D. 
Roscoe B, Jackson Memorial Laboratory, Bar Harbor, Maine 


The ultimate goal of the genealogist is to base his 
pedigrees on genetic relationships. An adopted child 
unrelated to the family is, of course, mentioned in a 
genealogy (as adopted), but the genealogist does not 
consider the child to be descended from the ancestors 
of the family. The adopted child's ancestors are ob- 
viously the ancestors of his own genetic mother and 
father. But despite the obviousness of the statement, 
it has implications of which some genealogists are un- 
aware. 

A genealogist may be extremely cautious and conser- 
vative in his work, and he may demand the most rigorous 
proof of each step in the pedigrees upon which he is 
working. When he is satisfied that his pedigree is 
logical and valid with respect to all original documen- 
tations, he is always confronted with a little gnawing 
doubt that the records, although they afford a true 
historical pedigree, do not afford a true genetic pedi- 
gree. For instance, a man may be documented in dozens 
of ways as father of a particular child, but the actual 
genetic fact may be that he is not the father. Such 
cases could arise in many different ways. The putative 
father may have been deceived by the mother, or the 
mother may actually believe that the putative father is 
in reality the father. Another such example would 
arise if there is agreement between the putative father 
and the real mother to hide the fact that the putative 
father might not be the real father. Other cases might 
arise because of adoptions, where no infidelity is in- 
volved at all but where the real parent or parents are 
historically lost to a child and another parent or par- 
ents historically substituted for a child. The point 
to be made here is that although a pedigree may be his- 
torically proved beyond all reasonable doubt, there may 
always be some small doubt about the actual genetic re- 
lationships for one reason or another. 

It is perhaps important to try to assess the likeli- 
hood that a pedigree, although historically valid, is 
genetically invalid or faise. Undoubtedly the most re- 
liable pedigrees are those of matrilineal descent. By 
far the greater proportion of cases in which genetical 
and historical validity do not coincide would come 
through the male descent. For the purposes of the es- 
timations made in this article, the matrilineal des- 
cents will be considered as historically and genetically 
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identical with respect to validity, and only the male 
parent will be considered with respect to the problem. 

The table shows the percentages of pedigrees that 
will be false under certain conditions. For instance, 
if we agree that 5% of all children are not the chil- 
dren of their putative fathers, then in all pedigrees 
involving 21 generations through male ancestors, 66% or 
two-thirds of them will be false. If, on the other 
hand, we agree that about 1 child in 1,000 (or 0.1%) is 
not the child of his putative father, then about 2 of 
100 historically valid pedigrees would be false based 
on 21 generations through male ancestors. For the gen- 
ealogist primarily interested in pedigrees of about 10 
to 12 generations in this country, from the table it 
can be seen that about half of such patrilineal pedi- 
grees of historical validity would be false under the 
assumption of 5%;- about one in ten would be false un- 
der the assumption of 1%, and about 1 in 100 would be 
false under the assumption of 0.1%. 

This table can be applied to any pedigrees of any 
combination of alternation between descent through a 
female and descent through a male. However, only the 
number of descents through a male would be counted. 

The average line of descent in this country going back 
about 10 or 12 generations to an original settler might 
consist of about 5 or 6 descents through a male, and 
under the hypothesis of 5%, about one quarter of all 
such lines would be false. By "false" of course, is 
meant that at least one link through a male in the an- 
cestral chain from top to bottom is genetically incor- 
rect. Many segments therefore of the "false pedigrees" 
may be genetically true, but the chain from top to bot- 
tom is broken genetically at some point. 

Each genealogist may have a different opinion about 
just what percentage of children are not the children 
of their putative father. Perhaps 5% is too high; per- 
haps 0.1% is too low, or even that may be too high. 

The genealogist is certainly the best qualified to de- 
cide what the percentage is in the earlier generations, 
although the sociologist might be better able to give 
an estimate under today's conditions. 

[Editor's Note.—The table, which is of considerable 
interest, appears at the top of the next page. Since 
there is a bit of space left here, I would comment as a 
genealogist that in colonial New England, although one 
finds laxity among young unmarried persons, adultery 
seems to have been rare if one may judge by petitions 
for divorce. Of course it did occur, but the husbands 
seem to have been the offenders much more often than 
the wives. } 


GENETICALLY FALSE PEDIGREFS 
Table 


[The percentage of pedigrees that will be false given 
1) the number of generations traced through male ances- 
tors, and 2) the percentage of children who are not the 
children of their putative fathers. 
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not the children of their putative 
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7ENEALOGY AND RELATED SUBJECTS 
WITH MY SWAN SONG APPENDED 


By Donald Lines Jacobus 


One of the nice ‘things about genealogy, as vocation 
or hobby, is that many times it opens the door to va- 
rious related subjects of interest. The primary one is 
doubtless history; even the beginner or the society 
joiner, when learning that an ancestor served in an In- 
dian war or sat as a Deputy in the General Court, is 
likely, if only out of curiosity, to read something 
about the colonial wars and the governing bodies of the 
period. The early inventories may at first appal by 
revealing the lack of possessions, even the poverty, 
which was the lot of most of the pioneers; but then 
they awaken interest in the tools, furnishings, and 
even the social conditions of that generation. Or one 
may woncer what motivated the first settlers to leave 
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their homes and relatives in England, Holland, Germany, 
or elsewhere, and some study of European history may 
result. 

The record searcher who studies wills, deeds and 
other documentary sources may find himself involved 
with the law, for the solving of a difficult problem 
sometimes depends upon knowing the legal practice of 
the time and place. Modern law does not always apply. 
For example, it might be unwise to conclude that a per- 
son with a case at court could not possibly be closely 
related to a person of the same surname who was a mem- 
ber of the Court or sat on the jury. In some towns the 
legal talent was not of the best, so, although English 
law of the 1/th century would have held that practice 
objectionable, cases could be cited where it happened 
without objection from the participants. 

Again, a first settler died in a Massachusetts town, 
leaving a will in which he failed to mention a son Wil- 
liam. A William of the same surname lived in the same 
town, and his age was suitable for the supposition that 
he was son of Edward, the testator. Some genealogists, 
indeed, so asserted, pointing out that some of the ear- 
ly wills failed to name all the children. That indeed 
is true of some hastily drawn wills, especially when 
the unnamed children had already received their full 
portions, a fact which could usually be proved by re- 
ceipts from them or by the father's account book. How- 
ever, in this case, Edward's will was not hastily but 
very carefully drawn, and after specific legacies to 
each child named, the last clause directed that if any 
child contested the terms of the will, that child was 
to receive nothing. Obviously, if William, not named 
in the will, was a son of Edward, this forfeiture clause 
would have been sheer stupidity, since William would 
have nothing to lose by contesting. Hence, the logical 
conclusion must be that Edward did name all his children 
and that William was not his son. This illustrates the 
fact that a genealogist needs to be familiar with the 
different types of documents and to scrutinize every 
document with care. 

Another interesting byway is the subject of nomen- 
clature, both surnames and given names, a subject brief- 
ly discussed in recent articles by Mssrs. Moriarty, 
Reynolds and Hunt, Mrs. Holman, and myself. 

We can easily get also into the fielo of genetics, 
and in the past heredity versus environment has caused 
many arguments. Most geneticists today seem inclined 
to give due weight to both factors in the development 
of each human personality. The article by Dr. Roderick 
in this issue is provocative—in fact, it may really 
provoke some readers! [The point is, of course, that 
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even proved pedigrees, so far as male lines are con- 
cerned, are accepted on faith; faith in the marital fi- 
delity of the wives in the pedigree. It is a factor 
not often thought of, but worth considering. There 
must be a percentage of error, however slight, due to 
this cause. For many reasons, I would guess the per- 
centage to be quite low in colonial days. People lived 
in small communities and to a large extent everyone knew 
all about everybody else's business. There was gossip 
and some of the early court records are full of suits 
fer slander, occasionally involving the morality of a 
married woman. The divorce rate was low, however, and 
if we could compile statistics, say for a ten-year per- 
iod, of the number of births in a certain community and 
of the number of local husbands who divorced their wives 
for infidelity during that decade, then we should have 
some basis for estimating a percentage of children who 
did not belong to their putative fathers. Even then 
there would be a rather wide margin of error, since we 
could not prove that some of the wives were falsely ac- 
cused, we could not tell how many of the children of a 
guilty wife were not by her husband, nor could we tell 
how many husbands were ignorant of a wife's infidelity 
or merely complacent. Merely to voice an unproved be- 
lief, I think that through the colonial period the per- 
centage of children who genetically did not belong to 
their putative fathers would be quite low. 

Other related subjects come to mind, and apparently 
not much has been done in relating genealogy to the so- 
cial studies, disease, and public health. Mr. M. W. 
McLean has given me his impression that not as many 
women in colonial days died early as a result of chiid- 
bearing as is generally supposed. That accords with my 
own impression and it has always astonished me. Such 
deaths occurred, of course, but I think they were not 
nearly as numerous as one might be inclined to guess. 
There must surely have been very capable midwives in 
most of the early villages, and if the midwife was not 
available when needed, the mother or other relatives of 
women in labor must have had good practical knowledge 
to apply. 

Mrs. Winifred Holman once wrote me that she was sur- 
prised by the number of infant deaths in the Dutch fanm- 
ilies of New York, as compared with those in New England 
families. JI recalled getting the same impression when 
working on a large group of Dutch families some years 
ago. Now of course. these impressions cannot be sus- 
tained without attempting to collect statistics. But 
if we are correct, what is the explanation? During the 
period 1600-1650, the Dutch in the Netherlands were 
probably a little further advanced culturally than 
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the English were, so one would hardly suppose them to 
be inferior in matters of hygiene and sanitation. Nor 
is it likely that they would have less vitality because 
of genetic differences. It would seem possible that 
people living in New York, with immigrants arriving and 
passing through and sailors coming ashore, might be 
more exposed to harmful bacteria and viruses than peo- 
ple living in remote and somewhat isolated regions. 

For a real test, figures would have to be compiled for 
deaths in infancy and early childhood in Boston as well 
as New York City, and these could then be set against 
figures for the same decade in villages not located 
near the larger centers of population. I realize the 
aifficulty of compiling such statistics, but it would 
not be impossible to arrive at approximations close e- 
nough to the facts for purposes of comparison. 

Other "off-beat" subjects opened up to some extent 
by the exploring genealogist are those of social con- 
ditions, public health, and the chances of longevity, 
during the 17th, 18th and 19th centuries. Regarding 
the last, it seems certain, even without statistics, 
that a child born in 1900 had a much better chance of 
living to be 70 or 80 than a child born in 1700. A de- 
crease in infant and child mortality, conceded by all 
to be a fact, would produce that result. But how about 
those born in 1700 who were still living in 1760 at the 
age of 60? Would those born in 1900 and living in 1960 
really have a greatly improved chance of reaching the 
ages of 70 or 80? Those born in 1700 and still alive 
in 1760 must have had a reasonably good genetic inheri- 
tance; that is to say, they probably inherited such 
genetic factors as would contribute to their vitality 
and ability to resist certain diseases and disorders. 
In addition, most of them had been toughened by expos- 
ure to environmental factors more exacting than the 
usual environmental factors found in the more developed 
parts of the United States between 1900 and 1960, and 
this conditioning may have played a part. Hence it 
seems quite possible, though I would not assert it as a 
fact, that the life expectancy of the man or woman of 
60 in 1960 may not exceed that of the individual of 60 
in 1760 to as great an extent as the public health ex- 
pert of today might be inclined to guess. 

There are a number of social and health questions 
which, so far as I know, have never been thoroughly ex- 
plored. It is my own impression that heavy alcoholic 
drinking was more common in the 19th century in New 
England than it was in either of the two preceding cen- 
turies. It is quite true that the earlier inhabitants 
had their rum and their hard cider, but I am referring 
to intemperate drinking. There was a long period dur- 
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ing which the churches of New England could and did ex- 
communicate members for drunkenness if after due warn- 
ing they failed to repent and mend their ways. Some 
breakdown of the old mores occurred during and after 
the Revolutionary War. Earlier, most drinking had been 
done in the home where it was more amenable to family 
control or pressure. Taverns had been mainly for the 
convenience of travelers, but at a later period the 
young blades of the community began to frequent the 
taverns. The growth of the cities and the influx of 
foreigners with different drinking habits during the 
19th century probably played a part in increased con- 
sumption of alcoholic beverages. I think my conclu- 
sions correct, but has any real study of this matter 
been made, to lift these or other conclusions above the 
realm of conjecture? 

It is also my guess that tuberculosis increased in 

England in the 19th century in a ratio far greater 
tran would be accounted for by the increase in popula- 
taone In compiling family histories, I have found be- 
tween 1800 and 1900 whole groups of children in one 
family dying at early ages, say between 15 and 25, and 
in many such cases either public records or family rec- 
ords give "consumption" as the cause of death. Such 
wiping out of entire family groups ia a phenomenon I 
have rarely encountered in the century preceding 1800. 
Undoubtedly since 1900 there has been a decrease in the 
incidence of tuberculosis, due chiefly to public health 
measures. But has any study been made to show that a 
great increase of cases of tuberculosis occurred in the 
period 1800-1900 over the incidence of that scourge be- 
tween 1700 and 1800 and (if my observation is true) to 
explain the causes for it? 

Many such byways of interest open up to the genealo- 
gist as he pursues his researches. Most of us are con- 
cerned with merely working back our personal lines of 
descent or, if we are professionals, working these out 
for clients. Yet, in talking with many genealogists, 
both professional and amateur, I have often found that 
their curiosity has been aroused by just such data (too 
incomplete on which to base sound conclusions) and the 
possible implications of such data. Few of us have the 
time, or perhaps sufficient interest, to pursue such 
byways very far. Yet I am sure there must be a number 
of genealogists who, freely if they have the time, or 
for pay, would be happy to work in collaboration with 
geneticists, sociologists and statisticians in the col- 
lection of data on which to base such studies. It 
would be one way to obtain recognition of genealogy as 
a science. I fear that the untrained family historian 
who compiled a large proportion of the genealogies on 
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library shelves is largely responsible for the low es- 
teem in which genealogy is held by many workers in the 
cognate sciences. Some of them, however, have erred at 
times in their deductions by placing too much reliance 
on such sources. And I could cite a geneticist of fifty 
years ago who tried to bolster his theories by an exam- 
ple drawn from his own superficial and inaccurate gen- 
ealogical studies. 


The American Genealogist was founded in 1932 with 
the expressed hope of helping to raise genealogical 
standards. While of course many of our articles have 
been designed to preserve useful data and to supply 
specific family information, over the years we have 
published many articles dealing with methods of research 
and with various phases of the subject. We have also 
made the effort to include if possible in every issue 
at least one article of a critical nature. Some of 
these, perforce, were aimed against erroneous data and 
conclusions which were circulated and found general ac- 
ceptance in the past. Others took up a new problem; 
explained what the documentary sources reveal; analyzed 
such records; and showed what legitimate conclusions 
may be reached—and why. Such articles, we feel, should 
be helpful to all readers who seek to learn, even when 
they may have no interest personally in the families 
discussed. 

The present article was designed to be suggestive 
rather than to set forth definite theories or conclu- 
Sions. No further article of this type is currently 
planned. I hope it may interest a few of the readers 
in cognate fields. A reading of history, European and 
early American, as well as local and regional, will 
provide background material for genealogical studies. 
Most of the documentation for a line of descent con- 
Sists of legal records, and some slight knowledge of 
law is helpful in interpreting them. Social and religi- 
ous movements require our understanding. Old houses, 
furniture and tools make their appeal to many, while 
others enjoy pictures of tombstones and the reading of 
quaint epitaphs. Questions of genetics and heredity 
can be absorbing. The cognate fields are limitless. 

I feel that muchhas been accomplished in the 29 vol- 
umes which I have edited and published under the pres- 
ent title. Without devoted collaborators who contribu- 
ted many of the articles, the small success that has 
been achieved would have been impossible. Now that my 
retirement as editor is likely within a year or so at 
most, I wish to express my gratitude to all of these 
generous collaborators, the living and the dead. 
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A GENEALOGICAL ATLAS OF EFNGLAND AND WALES. Compiled 
from original maps by David E. Gardner, Derek Harland, 
Frank Smith. Deseret Book Company, 44 East South Tem- 
ple Street, Salt Lake City, Utah, 1960. Cloth, 88 plus 
pp. 

[These large-scale maps, with just over five miles 
to the inch, are reproduced from maps published in Lon- 
don over a century ago, and hence are more useful to 
genealogists than modern maps would be because of the 
many changes that have taken place. References in the 
margins show the pages on which maps of contiguous ter- 
ritory will be found. They are very useful if one de- 
sires to look for neighboring parishes and hamlets, as 
often happens when research in a locality is undertak- 
en. The usefulness of the atlas would be increased if 
accompanied by a gazetteer to aid in locating a place 
on a given map. Often one does not know in what part 
of a county to look for the place name desired, and the 
large size and the very completeness of these maps may 
make it hard to locate the name without a guide. 

Recommended to libraries and genealogists. 


MAYFLOWER INDEX. Revised Edition (Vols. I and II in 
one volume) of The Mayflower Index compiled by the late 
William Alexander McAuslan, revised by Lewis Edwin Neff 


Historian General. Volume III compiled by Lewis Fdwin 
Neff. Both published by The General Society of May- 
flower Descendants, 1960. Cloth. Vols I and II, 847 
pp. Vol. III, 851 plus 110 pp. 

[This mammoth work shows the lines of descent of a 
very large number of people from the Mayflower passen- 
gers. Mr. Neff, now Governor General of the Society, 
has made many corrections as to reference numbers, a 
few names formerly accepted have been crossed off, and 
a useful feature is the starring of names belonging to 
the first four generations, this feature being contin- 
ued in the new third volume. A name not crossed off, 
which probably should be, is that of Charles Dickenson 
(10960), since he was not a son of Elizabeth Howland if 
her husband John Dickinson has been correctly identi- 
fied, as I think he has been. 

For all the improvements, the numbering system re- 
mains cumbersome, and the index fails to provide dates 
or places of residence for the thousands of people who 
are included. Without minimizing the heroic labors of 
Mr. Neff and his collaborators and all they have accom- 
plished, I think, from conversations with him, he would 
be the first to agree as to the desirability of publish- 
ing the first five generations of Mayflower descendants 
with full genealogical details. 
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THE FORDS OF CUMMINGTON HILL. A Chapter of Family 
History. By Elizabeth Cobb (Mrs. James R.) Stewart. 
Revised February 1960, Cleveland, Ohio. Paper, 23 p. 

Hezekiah4+ Ford, great-grandson of Andrew! Ford of 
Weymouth, Mass., settled in Cummington, Mass., where 
some of his descendants remained for many years. This 
is the well-told story of the family and not a formal 
genealogy, though the line of descent is shown at the 
start, and the family of Cyrus! Ford, who settled in 
Cleveland, Ohio, is summarized at the end. The account 
is embellished with pictures and a bibliography is ap- 
pended. It is attractively typed and bound; only one 
error was noted in reading—in the seventh line from 
the bottom of page 6, "this wife" should be "his wife." 


THE STORY OF JONATHAN RATHBONE JR. By Floyd E. Nei- 
kirk. Published as a weekly serial in The Clyde Enter- 
prise, Clyde, Ohio, from 8 Oct. 1959 to 23 June 1960, 
reproduced and bound in folders. 

This is the story of a family which settled on Block 
Island, moved to Exeter, R.I., and thence to Tyringham, 
Mass., and this branch of the family moved through New 
York State to Sandusky County, Ohio. A great deal of 
data is given on the descendants of Jonathan> Rathbone 
(1762-1824), as well as on collaterals and the ancestry 
of the Rathbone wives. Thus, the Mayflower Soules, a 
few Connecticut families such as Fenn, Downing and Per- 
rigo, are brought into the story. Many family records 
are here preserved, and on the whole the genealogy 
seems to have been well worked out. 


EARLY WESTMORLAND M.P.s. By George S.H.L. Washing- 
ton, M.A., F.S.A. (Cumberland and Westmorland Anti- 
quarian Society, Tract Series No. XV), 1959. Paper, 

97 p- Full name index. 

[This scholarly booklet gives biographical accounts, 
with much genealogy, of the Members of Parliament who 
represented Westmorland from 1258 to 1327. A prodigi- 
ous amount of study and research has gone into this 
brochure. The notes for each M.P. are very full, cit- 
ing many sources, and giving much additional informa- 
tion. We are not surprised to find listed here several 
Stricklands and one Washington, families to which the 
author has devoted much study in the past. 


EDMUND RICE (1638) ASSOCIATION, INC., NEWS LETTER 
NUMBER 2, April 1961. Mimeographed, 7 p. 

The Association is planning a new gerealogy of the 
family, and those interested should address Frederick 
N. Rice, 16 Eastern Avenue, Arlington 74, Mass. This 
Letter gives good data on the first three generations. 
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STIRPES. Published quarterly by the Texas State 
Genealogical Society. Volume 1, Number l. March 1961. 
Membership, $5.00, includes subscription; otherwise, 
$6.00 per volume. 4O pages. Offset printing. 

The Society was organized last November. This first 
issue of Stirpes contains a list of post-offices by 
counties, 1043-4; Mercer's Colony; Goshen Cemetery Rec- 
ords, Parker County; Tennessee research and sources; 
sources for immigrants to Texas; records of the Walnut 
Creek Church Book; a cross-word puzzle; and queries. 

It is planned to include a complete index in the Decem- 
ber issue; also to devote a portion of each issue to 
society news. 


MILLER GENEALOGICAL MESSENGER. No. 2, February 15, 
1961. By Col. Edward T. Miller, 863 Simpson Street, 
Plymouth, Mich. Paper, 4 p. 

Considerable genealogical data concerning a family 
founded by a German, Christopher Miller of Lebanon 
Township, Lancaster County, Penna. 


SECRETS OF THE CUNA EARTHMOTHER. By Clyde E. Keeler. 
Exposition Press, New York, 1960. Cloth, 352 p. 
APPLES OF IMMORTALITY FROM THE CUNA TREE OF LIFE. 
By Clyde E. Keeler. Exposition Press, New York. Cloth, 
68 p. plus 4 p. index. 
Although we have tried to make publishers understand 


that we prefer to give space to the reviewing of only 
genealogical books, books of other types are sometimes 
received. The two above, a comparative study of an- 
cient religions,: are fascinating and suggestive. The 
Cunas are Indians of Panama whose religion and customs 
have been studied by Dr. Keeler. Dr. Keeler is unwil- 
ling to accept the orthodox view of anthropologists 
that all the early American civilizations were entirely 
indigenous, because of remarkable resemblances in be- 
liefs and symbols found in Indian tribes and in some of 
the Mediterranean civilizations. While it would seem 
to the reviewer that many ideas may have been common to 
most primitive cultures, developirg along similar lines 
independently, the discovery of the elaborate "laby- 
rinth of Daedalus' from Crete to Spain and the British 
Isles and to various places in the Americas does seem 
Significant, and contacts between the hemispheres may 
well have occurred much earlier than conservative stu- 
dents of the subject are inclined to believe. 


We have not yet seen Mr. Pine's recent book, but the 
following review of it has been received from Mr. Wal- 
ter Lee Sheppard, Jr.: 
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AMERICAN ORIGINS. By L. G. Pine. Doubleday & Co., 
1960. Cloth, 357 p. $7.50. 

Mr. Pine is best known as the Editor of Burke's 
Peerage and the various other volumes bearing Burke's 
name. He has previously written books on heraldry, 
They Came with the Congueror, and various related sub- 
jects, which have drawn somewhat mixed reviews. The 
present work is apparently planned primarily to assist 
the amateur and beginner in connecting his American 
lines with the parental stock overseas. In his intro- 
duction Mr. Pine wisely refers the reader to the Rev. 
Gilbert Doane's book, Searching for Your Ancestors, now 
in its third edition, for guidance in handling the 
American part of any inquiry. However, he apparently 
has not read it very carefully, for he suggests that 
the beginner start his ancestral research at the Nati- 
onal Archives, seemingly with the census records. 

Mr. Pine's belief (page 35) that the bulk of the im- 
migrants to colonial America were from the British 
Isles is certainly debatable, especially by those resi- 
dent on the Gulf Coast and in the Southwest. And other 
areas too might be mentioned. Gottlieb Mittleberger's 
Journey to Pennsylvania (republished last year by Har- 
vard after more than two hundred years) states on page 
81: "There are seid to be 200,000 inhabitants in Penn- 
sylvania," and on page 47 shows that 100,000 of these 
were "Palatines, Franconians and Swiss." On page 26 
(under date of 1754) he states that "within the space 


of four years more than 25,000 souls arrived in Phila- 
delphia." Of these the largest proportion were Wiirt- 
temberger, and the rest Palatines, Dtirlacher and Swiss. 
The Committee on Heraldry of the New England Histor- 
ic Genealogical Society does not, of course, grant arms 
but merely registers those coats the right to which has 
been proved to their satisfaction (pages 29 and 89). 


The "Historical Introduction," as we turn to the o- 


cean crossing, is particularly useful in giving the 
reader a quick understanding of the European political 
background. One notes that on page 51 Mr. Pine states 
that neither Latvia nor Esthonia had "any real indepen- 
dence" before 1918-20. The old County of Courland en- 
compassed this area, and there is plenty of evidence of 
small city states along this side of the Baltic between 
1100 and 1550. 

The balance of the book is divided up by country and 
devoted to information sources in each. Almost half 
(136 pages) is concerned with the United Kingdom and 
Ireland, the areas with which Mr. Pine must certainly 
be most familiar and which, in his view, would be the 
areas of prime interest to Americans. Presumably An- 
thony R. Wagner's monumental study English Genealogy 
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(Oxford, 1960) was not published quite soon enough to 
be included in his references. In this section he pro- 
vides clear, easy-to-follow instructions for the inguir- 
er and covers the field quite thoroughly. 

To this reviewer he seems most at home with his Irish 
material, though in this section, on page 144, the text 
is open to a possible misinterpretation where he states 
that "the descendant of Irish emigrant stock can rely 
on being able to trace his ancestors for three genera- 
tions in the majority of cases." This reviewer thinks 
he refers to recent Irish enigrants. The early, pre- 
Revolutionary ones are difficult in the extreme to 
trace, and only a very small percentage can be identi- 
fied. The chances are better with the Irish Quakers 
than with other denominations. 

On the Channel Islands and the Isle of Man, Mr. Pine 
is less informative (6 pages) and additional data should 
be sought before starting inquiries in these areas. 

The balance of the book (154 pages plus a separate 
7-page section on Jewry) covers the rest of Europe, in- 
cluding European Russia. The author appears to have 
obtained the bulk of this material second-hand, and the 
authoritative ring of his United Kingdom section is 
lacking. 

Though the Table of Contents is quite detailed, the 
book's usefulness would have been greatly increased by 
the inclusion of a separate bibliography and an index. 


This work has value primarily for those interested in 
British records. —W.L.S. 


We have been notified of the publication of the fol- 
lowing works, but as we have not seen copies, cannot 
review them: History of Goshen, N.H., by Walter R. 
Nelson (address Box /33, Goshen, N.H.), 472 pages in- 
cluding a genealogical section, $6.90 postpaid in the 
.S.; New Hanover County Court Minutes, 1738-1769 (No. 
Carolina), ed. Alexander McDonald Walker (address, 4887 
Battery Lane, Apt. 21, Bethesda 14, Md.), number of 
pages not stated, price $5.00 postpaid; and Marion 
County, Texas, Cemetery Records, compiled by Martha 
McCraw Chapter. D.A.R. (address, Mrs. A. K. Payne, 410 
Delta St., Jefferson, Texas), about 300 pages, indexed, 
cardboard covers, $6.00. 

We have long intended to call attention to two im- 
portant courses available to inexperienced genealogists 
but both are given in July and we have never received 
details in time to publish them in advance. One is the 
Institute of Genealogical Research conducted by The 
American University in Washington, D.C.; the other is 
included in the Annual Seminars on American Culture, 
New York State Hist. Ass'n, at Cooperstown, New York. 
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CVIII. ANCESTOR TABLE, MRS, F, LEE RANKIN 
Address: 219) Calder Ave., Beaumont, Texas 
1. Pauline Virginia Stoner (Mrs. F. Lee) Rankin, 1905- 
—II 
2. Vernon Albert Stoner, 1881-1919, Valparaiso, Ind.; Paris, 
Texas, 
3. Lillie Kimerer, 1879- 
—III 
4. Albert Henry Stoner, 1850-1918, Valparaiso, Ind.; Paris, Tex. 
5. Cynthia Ann Dille, 1857-19)3. 
6. Lewis Nebraska Kimerer, 1854-1930, Millersburg, Ohio; Paris, 
Texas. 
Selina Rerthiaume, 1859-1932. 


Samuel Stoner, 1816-1863, Montgomery Co., Ohio; Porter Co., 
Ind. 

Rachel Williams, 1828-1911. 
Hiriam Dille, 1812-1898, Belmont Co., Ohio; Valparaiso, Ind. 
Mary Jones, 1830-1916 (2nd wife). 
Joseph Kimerer, 182)-1891, Wayne Co., Ohio; Valparaiso, Ind. 
Jane Silcott, 1828-1862, 

. Joseph Berthiaume, 1807-1889, L'Acadie, Canada; Valparaiso. 
Domitilde Dupont, 1808-1878. 


16.#Abram Stoner, - » Penna.; Montgomery Co., Ohio. 
17.#Sarah P - (2nd wife; lst was Catherine Flomer). 
18. Richard Williams, 1786-1849, Chatham Co., N.C.; Indiana. 
19. Rachel Mills, 1787-189. 
20. *John Dille, - » Belmont Co., Ohio. 
-#Nancy Gallaher, 1788- 
-*John Jones, - » Starke Co., Ohio; to Indiana 18))6 
-*Maria Duck, 
.*Jacob Kinerer, 1778- » Cumberland Co., Pa.; Wavne Co., Ohio. 
. Catherine Korns, 1783-1859. 
. William Silcott’, 179)?-185h, Loudon Co., Va.3; Holmes Co., Ohio. 
-*Agnes (Poulson?), 17877-1879. 
-*Antoine Rerthiaume, - » L'Acadie, Canada. 
-*Marie Bissaillon, 
30. Francois Dupont, - » Arcadie Co., St. Jean, Quebec, 
31. Marie Thibadeux, - (2nd wife; ist was Elizabeth Money). 
—VvVI 
36. William Williams, 1763-182), Chatham Co., Va.; Indiana. 
37.*Rachel Kemp, 
38. John Mills, 170-1815, “Guilford Co., N.C.; Tenn, 
39. Sarah Millikan, 17)3- 1826. 
40. Aaron Dille, 1742-18267, New Jersey; Belmont Co., Ohio. 
Fletcher, 
lo. George Duck, c.1785- 1807, "Maryland; Columbiana Co., Ohio. 
47 .*Marv Richey, - 
SO. Michael Korns, 1760-182), Somerset Co., Pa. 
S51. Susanna Baker, 1760-1811. 
60. Joseph Dupont, ~ » St. Charles de Bellechasse, Quebec. 
61. Marie Labreque, 1755- 
62 and 63.*Pierre Thibadeux and Frangoise 
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LESLIE BRADFIELD AND GEORGE ADAMS 
BRANFORD, CONNECTICUT 


By Donald Lines Jacobus 


Little seems to be know about Leslie Bradfield ex- 
cept that by 1640 he was living in Wethersfield, and 
that he sold his real estate there in 16045 and moved to 
Branford, Conn., where his death on 26 July 1655 was 
recorded, as well as the death of a daughter Mary on 29 
July 1655. 

An inventory of the estate of "widdow Bradford [sic] 
of Brandford", amounting to £91:12:11, was entered at 
the Court of Magistrates 25 June 1656 [Records of the 
Colony of New Haven, 23186]. It was obviously the widow 
who turned in this inventory of her late husband's es- 
tate, for on 30 June 1657 we read: "Goodman Addams, a 
man that came to worke at the iron worke, who is in 
treaty of marriage wth widdow Bradfeild of Branford, 
whose husband dyed aboute two yeares agoe and left her 
wh two chilldren and an estate amount. to some-what 
aboue ninety pound...." Adams was asked to put up se- 
curity for the part belonging to the children, but re- 
fused to do so without a new valuation being taken, as 
he claimed the estate had suffered wastage [ibid., 2: 
223]. The marriage was therefore postponed, but Bran- 
ford records show that George Adams and Widow Bradfield 
were married 5 Sept. 1657. 

On 21 Oct. 1663 George Adams of Branford sued a man 
in Lynn, Mass. [ibid., 2:497, 542], a record which pro- 
vides the clue to his former home and shows that he was 
one of the men engaged at the iron works in Lynn who 
moved to East Haven and Branford to carry on similar 
work there. In June 1655 George Adams sued the under- 
takers of the iron works at Lynn and Mr. John Gifford, 
"their late agent," for work done at the iron works 
[Quarterly Courts of Essex County, Mass., 1:393]. This 
was undoubtedly the same man (though called Mr. John 
Jefferds) whom he was still suing in 1663, long after 
his removal to Branford. Furthermore, in connection 
with a suit brought by Mr. Gifford in June 1658, many 
depositions and letters were filed, among them a letter 
dated 28 Sept. 1652 in which we read: "Item John Adams 
A servant to Jo Gifford and not to the Company not to be 
Clothed nor dieted by the Comp:.....Item Gorge Adems the 
Father of this boy not able to worke yett Chargable to 
the Comp:" [ibid., 2:89]. From this it appears that 
George Adams had been married before and had a son John 
by an earlier wife before coming to Branford. 

The will of George Adams was presented by his son 
John in June 1676 [New Haven County Court Records}. It 
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was dated 13 Aug. 1670 and named only his wife Mary and 
son John [New Haven Probate Records, 1:Pt.2:63]. 

We thus learn that the wife of Leslie Bradfield and 
George Adams was named Mary and that she had no surviv- 
ing child by Adams. John Adams did not long survive 
his father. His will, dated 10 Oct. 1677, left all his 
estate to Noah Rogers (mentioning his daughter Mary) 
and to Eleazar Stent [ibid., 1:Pt.2:70]; the will was 
presented in Court Nov. 1077, and mention was made that 
John Whitehead was related [New Haven County Court Rec.]. 
Eleazar Stent was called heir to John Adams' estate, 7 
Jan. 1683; but 20 Jan. 1685 John Whitehead was called 
heir to the other part of his estate [Branford Deeds, 
2:19, 50). Possibly Whitehead had purchased the share 
left to Noah Rogers. 

John Whitehead married at Branford, 9 Mar. 1661, 
Martha Bradfield, and had nine children; she was with- 
out doubt one of the two children of Leslie Bradfield 
and hence a stepsister of John Adams. For a good ac- 
count of the Whitehead family, see James Shepard in New 
England Hist. and Gen. Register, 55:180-184. 

The other child of Leslie Bradfield was doubtless 
Samuel Bradfield, who married 27 June 1677 Sarah Graves, 
born at Wethersfield 4 Oct. 1656, daughter of Nathaniel 
and Martha (Betts) Graves. She is called Sarah Brad- 
field, age 26 years, in the inventory of her father's 
estate, 30 Oct. 1682 [Manwaring's Digest, 1:313]. 

The inventory of Samuel Bradfield's estate was taken 
10 Apr. 16943; the Court record names Widow Sarah and 
children: Samuel and Nathaniel (twins), aged 15; Mary, 
8; and John, 2 3/4. The inventory of the widow Sarah 
Bradfield was taken 23 Jan. 1700/1, and the Court rec- 
ord names the same four children. 

The births of only the twins are recorded, Samuel 
and Nathaniel on 2 Apr. 1679. Both died unmarried. The 
will of Samuel, made 20 Mar. 1711/12, proved 12 May 
1712, named brothers Nathaniel and John and sister Mary 
Benton; Samuel Benton of Wethersfield contested it. The 
will of Nathaniel Bradfield, made 17 May 1709, "called 
out upon publick service & not knowing but I may Loose 
my Life in ye Expedition," proved 30 Apr. 1712, named 
brother Samuel, sister Mary, and brother John. 

Mary Bradfield, born about 1686, married 5 Feb.1703/ 
1704 Samuel@ Benton (Edwardl) of Wethersfield, and died 
6 Dec. 1747 (he died 24 July 1752); seven children. 

John Bradfield, born about July 1691, is shown by 
Bowers probate to have married either Jemima, b. 30 Nov. 
1696, or Rebecca, b. 9 Mar. 1694, daughters of Samuel 
and Lydia (French) Bowers of Derby, Conn. Later rec- 
ords have not been searched, but Bradfields who married 
in Branford Church (1739 and 1755) should belong here. 
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